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The Solicitors’ Journal and Reporter. 


LONDON, FEBRUARY 2, 1895. 


Cases Reported this Week. 
In the Solicitors’ Journal. In the Weekly Reporter. 


An Arbitration between Crow, Pledge, 
end Waterhouse, Re..-..... Bowling and Welby’s Contract, In re... 216 
Dodds v. South Davenport, In re. Turner v. King. 
Great Clacton Local Board (Appellants) 


ment ittee 
Hambrough v. she Hatesl Late Ease. v. Young & Sons (Respondents) 


ance Co. of New York 
. Barton 








Reg. v ’. The pe 5-5 Council of the 
‘est Riding 


ei ¥. Hon eee Riding 


York ; 3 #Bx parte Ship “‘ Mecca.” 


of “ The Mecoa”’ ..., sere... seee 





CURRENT TOPICS. 

Tue strrtncs of Court of Appeal No. 2, which have been 
suspended for the six days of this week, will be resumed on 
Monday, the 4th of February, on which "day Chancery inter- 
locutory appeals will be heard, followed by Chancery fival 
appeals during the rest of the week. 





Ir 1s BEYOND dispute that the one day a week which Mr, 
Justice Romer is devoting to the business of Mr. Justice 
VaucHan Wi.iaMs during the time the latter learned judge 
is on circuit, causes a certain amount of inconvenience to the 
suitors and practitioners who have been led to believe that the 
witness actions in Mr. Justice Romenr’s list will be heard con- 
tinuously from day to day, but, at the same time, those who 
consider themselves aggrieved must bear in mind that stoppage 
for several weeks of ‘the hearing of applications in winding-up 
matters would cause equal inconvenience in another direction. 





Two rmporTanr circulars have been issued by the Local 
Government Board during the past few days. That of the 29th 
of January is addressed to Peer Law Guardians, and relates to 
workhouse administration, the classification of paupers, the 
necessity for the careful selection and superintendence of work- 
house officers, and other matters of { moment so far as the 
administration of the law relating to the relief of the poor is 
concerned. The earlier circular (January 24th) is addressed to 
District Councils, and deals with their duties as to rights of way, 
roadside wastes, and commons, and it is to this that we wish to 
direct attention. The Act of 1894 casts : istri 
council the 7 of all : 


lawful on pa ng 
Pan e@ same prema t uw rind the ul of the tf 


county council) to aid 

and to exercise as to Say bamanen in ct the ri 
which an urban sanitary authority may pelt as to subur 
commons under section 8 of the Commons Act, 1875. The 
circular explains the duties of a district council under the pro- 
visions to which we have referred. As to obstructions of rights 
of way, the advice of the Board is that cases which have ng 
been allowed to pass unquestioned should not be raked up, b 


that where there is clear evidence, as cv comaes shows . 
(after giving 





If cock 


As To commons, the same circular points out that on incloaure 
_ 6 e be made under the Statute of Merton wi t p 
if the consent o Ericulture (see 37 Vict. c. 
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jon any information which the 
hments have been made © wa m what- 
ever source the information may come.” The procedure to be 
— is to be the same as in the case of obstructions to rights 
way. 


may receive that 








57), which cannot be given unless the board is satisfied that the 
inclosure is expedient, having regard to the benefit of the 
neighbourhood. Any application to the Board of Agriculture 


f-as.to a proposed iriclosure ° a@ common is a matter of publicity ; 
it must vertised in | newspapers, and notice must be 


__ 


| 


given to the district council and to the council of every parish 
in which any part of the common is situate, _A district council 
jo consider any such notice, and ought to 
© representations to the Board of Agriculture in any case 
where they think the inclosure will not be of public benefit. 
But the circular gives further advice as to commons. In order 


to_prevent the extinction of common rights respecting any 
common, it is suggested that a district councils er 


‘“‘whether they should not purchase one or more cottages or 
a small plot of Jand having a right_of common annexed.” A 
district council will be within their strict legal rights in effect- 
ing such a purchase, for under section 8 of the Commons Act, 
1876 (the powers of which section are, as we have seen, given 
to district councils by the Act of last year), they may purchase 
and hold, ‘‘ with a view to prevent the extinction of the rights 
of common, any saleable rights in common or any tenement of a 
commoner having annexed thereto rights of common.” And 
probably the small purchase suggested for the laudable purpose 
of eagegpany a common for the public might in many cases be | 
made at an inconsiderable expense. Altogether the circular | 
uufolds a large programme for any district council which is 

disposed to champion the rights of the public; a programme, | 
however, whiclfis not unlikely to involve some costly litigation 
if the local authority is not well advised in its action in any | 
p ticular instances. In this connection we are glad to notice | 
the concluding paragraph of the circular: ‘As the protection 

of the rights of the public in the matters above referred to, | 
and the processes to be adopted. in their assertion, will often | 
involve difficult questions of fact and law, it will be well that | 
district councils should consult their legal adviser before taking | 
action in such cases.” This is sound advice, and we trust that | 
it will be followed. 











In THE case of Rooke v. Dawson (reported elsewhere) Mr. Justice 
Currry had to decidethe novel question whether anaction to obtain 


Posponsion and enjoyment of ascholarship could be entertained 
without the consen of the Charity Commissioners under section 
17 of the Charitable Trusts Act, 1853. The short effect of that 
section is to make the consent necessary in cases where adminis- 
tration of a trust is a) ut the authorities shew 


section does not refer common law rights or to legal or 
equitable modes of enforcing those common law rights: see | 
Holme v. Guy (25 W. R. 390, 547, 5 Ch. D. 901), and Rendall v. | 
Blair (38 W. R. 689, 45 Ch. D. 139), and to these exemptions | 
from the operation of section 17 an individual equitable right, 
not relating to the administration of the charitable trusts, | 
should, according to the clear opinion expressed by Fry and | 
Bown, L.JJ., in Rendall v. Blair, be added. The plaintiff in | 
the recent action had not applied for the commissioners’ con- 
sent, and the defendants, who were the trustees of the deed | 
founding the scholarship, moved on that ground to stay | 
the action. The trust deed provided for the awarding of | 
the scholarship to the duly qualified candidate who should | 
pass the best examination in the specified subjects, but 
the announcement of the Se ee the, plaintiff 
presented himself was not coupled with any statement to stich 
or the like effect. The plaintiff alleged that he obtained the 

number of marks, but the scholarship was not awarded. 
The plaintiff relied upon these facts as shewing a case of con- 
tract between him and the defendants, analogous to the cases of 








an offer of a reward or the like, exemplified in the recent Smoke 


all case (41 W. R. 210; 1893, 1 Q. B. 256), and as such a casg © 
exempt from the 17th section on the principle of R-ndall y, © 


Blair, But Currry, J., pointed out that the true analogy wag ~ 
to cases of offers not resulting, when the offer was accepted, in a 
contract. Thus in Spencer v. Harding (19 W. R. 48, L. R.§ 
C. P. 561), an adv ment to Ealeby tender was held not to 
amount to a contract or promise to sell to the person who had 
made the highest tender, but, as Wiixes, J., said, “a mere 
roclamation that the defendants are ready to chaffer for the 
sale of the goods and to receive offers for the purchase of them.” 
Applying the principle of that case, Curry, J., thought there 
was nothing more than a proclamation that an examination for 
a scholarship would be held, and that the plaintiff, by sub. 
mitting himself for examination, did not do anything which 
resulted in a contract between the parties. It was attempted to 
support the case of contract by reference to the trust deed. But 
the deed was not imported into the announcement of the ex- 
amination to be held, and, that being so, Currry, J., shewed 
that the deed could not be used in this application without to 
some extent raising the question of administration. The case 
of contract once disposed of, the rest of the case, said his lord. 
ship, was neither more nor less than this: “I am an object of 
the charity, and as such I sue for the enforcement of the charit- 
able trusts,” and that brought the case precisely within Braund y, 
Earl of Devon (16 W. R. 1180, L. R. 3 Ch. 800), where prantifis 
claiming to be objects of a charity brought a suit for adminis- 
tration, a demurrer to which was allowed upon the ground that 
the sanction of the Charity Commissioners had not been ob- 
tained. 








Tue supement of Srietixo, J., in Mackintosh v. Pogose (ante, 





| the property continued to belong to her after the marriage. But 


. 218) contains an interesting statemeut of the law as to the 
validity of a proviso in a marriage settlement for cesser of the 
husband’s life interest in case of bankruptcy. ‘The general 
principle is that, while the owner of property may, on alienation, 
qualify the interest of his alienee by a condition to take effect on 
bankruptcy, he cannot ify his own interest by a like 
condition, determinin l 

no son v. Greenwood, 1 Swanst., p. 481). Hence, so 
far as the property brought into settlement comes from the 
husband, he cannot protect his own life interest by a cesser 
clause (Higinbotham v, Holme, 19 Ves. 87). On the other hand, 
so far as the property comes from the wife, there is no diffi- 
culty in thus pom oe the husband’s life estate. A third 
case has sometimes arisen, where the husband has becoiié 
entitled to property in right of his wife, and then has brought 
property of his own into settlement; and it has been held 


that, to the extent to which the latter property can be re- 
garded as equivalent to the wife’s property, it must be trea 

as bess far ihe purpose of the priscipla_in_ question. —Thus-the 
‘cessor clause prevails to the same extent as if the wife’s property 
had been brought direct into the settlement: Lester v. Garland (5 
Sim. 205) and Whitmore v. Mason (2J3.& H., p.-2T4). In Mackin- 


tosh v. Pogose the wife was entitled to property, and, since the mar- 
riage was subsequent to the Married Women’s Property Act, 1882, 
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she permitted it to come into the hands of her husband, and 
only a part was repaid by him. In discharge of his obligation 
to repay the rest, he executed a post-nuptial settlement, the 
wife bringing in the property which had been repaid, and the 
husband bringing in property of his own. Under the trusts of 
the settlement the husband had a life estate subject to a cesser 
clause in the event of bankruptcy. Upon his subsequent bank- 
ruptey the trustee in bankruptcy contended that the cesser 
clause was void as against him in respect of all the property 
brought in by the husband; but on the principle of the above 
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cases Srirtinc, J., held that, so far as this property was 
uired to sati his indebtedn S wile, it was to tr 
re an exten erefore, the clause Was, he 
@ “ae J. 
ted «& 
THE RECENT snow-covered appearance of the streets of Me 


London renders the recent decision of Saunders v. Holborn 


District Board of Works (43 W. R. 26371895, 1 Q. B. 
ee only to householders, but even 
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qually clear that where he makes an un rized investment 
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more to foot passengers, and although we have already 
briefly mentioned the case, it may be well to recurtoit. It 
is now common knowledge that by the Public Health (London) 
Act, 1891, s. 29, the duty, previously im upon house- 
holders, of clearing away snow and ice in front of their houses 
has been put upon the sanitary authorities, but what is the precise 
nature of the liability so imposed was not, until this recent de- 
cision, quite so clear. It appears that on the 8th of January of 
last year the plaintiff was injured by falling on frozen snow 
lying on the footway in Princetown-street, Lion-square, the 
snow having remained there for several days. The plaintiff sued 
the defendants for damages in the Clerkenwell County Court, 
but was nonsuited by his Honour Judge Mzapows Wuirz. The 
Divisional Court (Maruew and Cuartezs, JJ.) have affirmed his 
decision, and have held that no liability to pay for personal 
injuries incurred by passers-by was imposed by the Act upon the 
sanitary authority, and that, accordingly, nosuch action lay. The 


grounds of this decision seem to rest upon clear principles of 
law ; that at, Where a public authority has a duty 


to perform, and a specific penalty (as here not to exceed £20, 








impose | non-performance, ‘no general ility to an 
action for damages can be implied. The “sewer grating” casé 
of Oliver v. Horsham Local Board (42 W. R. 161; 1894, 1 Q. B, 
832), decided by the Court of Appeal, seems to rest upon similar 
grounds. This and other recent authorities shew that for mere 
nonfeasance no such action lies. With reference to the report- 
ing of the case which we have just discussed, it is only fair to 
the diligence of our reporter to point out that the case was 
decided on the 26th of October last, reported by us in the 
Soricrrors’ Journat of the 3rd of November, and again more 
fully in the Werxty Rerorrer of the 10th of November. On 
the other hand, the Law Reporters seem at first to have passed 
it by in silence, as we fail to see a note of it in the Weekly Notes ; 
and it is not until January, 1895, that we find any notice taken 
of the case, when it suddenly blossoms out as a full-blown law 
report, There is then, we suppose, some ground for the com- 
plaint recently made by some of the common law judges that 
the Law Reports do not report the decisions of a divisional court 
with alacrity. 


} and to be recovered in the manner indicated by the Act) is 
liab 





Ir 1s crear that when a trustee makes an unauthorized 
It is 








finds. And there appears to be no escape from the corollary 


that if a trustee makes two unauthorized investments W ith funds 
belonging to the same trust, and one results in a loss and 


another in a rohit, he cannot set of the loss the profit 
60 Oscape lla : Must make good the loss, and the 
remains as an increment of the trust funds. This prin- 


ciple was adopted without hesitation by Kiyperstey, V.C., in 
Wigs v. Gresham (2 Drew. 258), where he said, ‘If the trustees 
have lost ome part of the settled funds they must answer for it, 
whatever may be the improvement of the other part,” and it 
has been acted on by Norrn, J., in Re Deare, decided this week. 
Where the beneficiaries are all sui juris, they will usually be 
willing in such a case to release the trustee from the burden 
which the strict requirement of the law imposes upon him, but 


, Where they are not sui juris, no such escape is possible. In Ze 
Dearé & Toss Had been incurred on part ot ths trust funds by the 


unauthorized retention of stock of two dock companies, and a 
prc fi: had been made by the unauthorized investment of another 
part iu African securities. The profit exceeded the loss, and out 
of fifteen persons interested in the trust estate, nine who were 
sui juris were willing that the profit should be set off against 
the loss. But the other six had settled their shares, and the 
trustees of the settlements refused to relinquish any rights they 
had without the sanction of the court. This sanction Noxrn, 


J : rofuned to give, holding himself bound by the principle laid 
j } resham. The case suggests, however, that 


the strict rules as to trustees might sometimes be relaxed with 
advantage. 





Tue Court or Arrrat (ante, p. 216) have affirmed the decision 









of Srinuixe, J., in Re Hume, Forbes v. Hume, iscnonataee? 
therefore, under section’ 3 Of the Magrtmain and 
r life, and then as to t 
y- was suggested 
Act of 1888, by which 
every assurance for the benefit of a charity must be made to take 
effect in possession for the charity immediately from the ormy | 
thereof, and must be without any reservation for the benefit o: 
the assuror or any person claiming under him. If the section 
applies to assurances by will, these requirements would ap- 
parently prevent a devise in favour of a charity of the nature 
above described. But, at the time when these provisions were 
enacted, an assurance by will to a charity was eeqee re: 
hibited, and hence it was needless to consider how it be 
affected by them. Now, by section 5 of the Act of 1891, it has 
been expressly provided that land may be assured by will for 
the benefit of a charity; and the Court of Appeal have held that 
this is an entirely new departure in legislation, and that the 
permission thus given is not to be cut down brpny provisions of 
the Act of 1888, passed with reference to a wholly different state 
of affairs. This construction of the Act of 1891 is obviously 
reasonable. In the case of charitable devises, the danger of 
gifts in mortmain is avoided by a new plan ther. The 
property devised must be sold within a year, and it is after all 
only personalty that the charity takes, To impose also on such 
gifts the restrictions imposed on assurances inter vivos by the Act 
of 1888 is quite unnecessary, and, can hardly have been within 
the contemplation of the authors of the later statute. 
















In rue cAsEof The Ecclesiastical Commissioners vy. Stallon, which 
came before the Queen’s Bench Division a day or two ago, the 
jurisdiction of the county court under the Tithe Act, 1891 (54 
Vict. c. 8), was condiaah There the county court judge had, 
on application made to him, under section 2 of the Act, for leave 
to recover by distress tithe rent-charge due to the plaintiffs, 
made an order giving the defendants eighteen months in which 
to pay the money due and suspending the plaintiffs’ rem 
during that period. From this order the plaintiffs appeal 
upon the ground that, as, under the Tithe Act, 1836 (6 & 7 

ill. 4, c. 71), not more than two years’ tithes could be levied 
by distress (while on the expiration of the eighteen months the 
arrears due to the plaintifis would greatly exceed that limit), 
the effect of the order made by the county court judge would be 
to destroy their remedy as to part of their claim. The court 
(Lawrance and Wnaicut, JJ.), without ‘ whether 
county court judge had any power a. e remedy b 
distress in favour of the defendant, sent the case back to th 
learned judge with an intimation that, assuming such power 
exist at all, it could only be exercised to a reasonable exte 
and not so as indirectly to destroy the right of the tithe-own 
to levy arrears by distress, This was, perhaps, under all the 
circumstances, the most satisfactory of disposing of the 
appeal. But_it certainly would seem that the judge 
power whateve ler either of tb fe Acti 


ay way the plaintiffs’ remedy by distres' 


OFFICIALISM AND THE JUDGES. 


TuEre has been so much nonsense written about the question of 
Mr. Justice Vavenan Wintiams’ pase transfer that lawyers 
are very much disposed to regard the whole matter as a mare's 
nest. ‘To raise a fuss about Mr. Justice Romenr’s supplying the 
place of the Winding-up J mage while the latter is on circuit is 
supremely ridiculous. It may be perfectly true,,as the President 
of the Incorporated Law Society remarked on “Thursday, that 
nothing which has been act done hitherto gives the slightest 
colour to the charges which have been made. We sio 

wish that we could accept this as the whole truth about the 
matter; but we think that people who are aware of the relations 
which exist between Mr. Justice Vavanan Winitams and the 
Winding-up Department will consider that a grave and growing 
evil has been made public by the discussion; that the a ~ 

is 























tion as to the intended removal of the learned 
improbable; but that the motives for such W have 
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been ascribed to the Lord Chancellor are not in any way justi- 
fied. We think it certain that no one has been so much 
astonished as Lord Herscue.t on finding imputed to him reasons 
of almost incredible baseness for the transfer of a learned judge 
which may have appeared to him, on the representations which 
he had received, to be a mere matter of convenience. There 
is absolutely nothing in Lord Hxrscnxcx’s character or career 
which could lead anyone to suppose that he would knowingly be 
@ party to anything like a conspiracy against the administration 
of justice. 

t is well known that the relations between the Winding- 
up Department and the Judge of the Winding-up Court 
have for some time been very strained. The learned judge 
has, quite properly, kept a tight hand on the department, and 
has constantly marred its soaring schemes, resisted its continual 
attempts at encroachment, and has meted out no slight censure, 
expressed in very energetic language, on some of its proceed- 
ings. The department, if rumour is correct, has retorted by 
throwing difficulties in the way of the learned judge. It has 
earned an unenviable reputation for unscrupulousness in its 
methods of action. We need hardly recall the incident 
in the New Zealand case, when Mr. Justice Vavauan WIt- 
u1aMs found it necessary to publicly announce in court 
that ‘‘the Board of Trade had no jurisdiction to forbid the 
cryewrage w by the official receiver of the report with which 

e@ was then dealing ”—being the report relating to Mr. 
Munpetta. This being so, it is not unreasonable to surmise 
that the — have been desirous to get Mr. Justice 
Vauenan Witu14ms transferred, not, however, on the ground 
of his dealings with Mr. Munpztta and others, but on the 

und of the constant friction existing between the judge and 
Se depattnent, and the repression of officialism to which the 
judge continually devoted himself. Lord Herscuext, it is 
possible, by dint of frequent representations, may have been 
at length brought to consider whether the transfer of Mr. 
Justice Vavenan Wittisms was desirable, But that his deci- 
sion (if any was arrived at) had any connection with resentment 
at the treatment which directors, whether high or low, received 
from the learned judge, is simply incredible. It is to bo 
remembered also that, whatever may be one’s impression as to 
the truth of the suggested intention to transfer Mr. Justice 
Vavenan Witu1aMs, there is no evidence of it beyond rumour. 
All that is practically certain is that the Winding-up Depart- 
ment would like to change their judge. 

It may be hoped that the true moral of this regrettable busi- 
ness will be impressed both on the Lord Chancellor and the 

islature. The tendency nowadays is to enlarge the borders 
of officialism by putting more and more of the conduct of legal 
business into the hands of Government departments. Many 
evils connected with this have been repeatedly pointed out; but 
until this incident happened no one saw how likely the practice 
is to interfere with the independence of the judges. Once let a 
Government legal department be started, and the first thing it 
may do will be to establish intimate relations with the head of 
the legal profession for the time being. Next, it may attempt 
to secure judges who will favour its ambitious projects. Ifa 
judge makes himself unpleasant to the department he must be 
shunted off pour encourager les autres. And so, in course of time, 
if the schemes of the departments proved successful, we should 
have a bench of judges warranted to smile on officialism and to 
tell the public from the bench that the best of all possible worlds 
is one in which all the private legal business of the people is 
done by the Government. 

The question as to the course to be taken with regard to Mr. 
Justice VaueHan WILLIAMs would seem to be clear. He will, we 
assume, be retained in his present position. But we will go 
further, and say that in our opinion something more is needed 
than the mere retention of that learned judge in his present office, 
We should wish to see his position strengthened. When the 
official business of companies winding up was taken out of the 
hands of the Chancery chief clerks and handed over to a special 
department of the Board of Trade, a very great mistake was 
made. That it was a wasteful mistake is evidenced by the fact 
that at least a third of the work of Chancery chambers was 
taken out of the experienced and independent control of the chief 
clerks and assigned to a new and inexperienced staff without any 





wegeiad 


consequent transfer of officials. The present isa convenient time 
for considering whether it would not be well to re-transfer com- 
panies winding business to Chancery chambers, while, at the 
same time, retaining the assignment of all companies’ winding- iB 
up cases to Mr. Justice Vauenan Wittiams, Backed as that 
learned judge would then be by such of the Chancery chief 
clerks as mignt be selected for the company chamber work, as 
well as by the present Registrar of Companies Winding-up, he 
would be in a stronger position than that which he now occupies 
in dealing firmly with insolvent companies. In order to give 
effect to this suggestion it would, no doubt, be necessary to 
make some readjustment of the work of Chancery chambers. 
But the time is ripe for some such change, and the effect would 
be altogether salutary, for the existing departmental system in 
winding up can never work satisfactorily. The present 
registrarship of companies winding-up is overweighted with 
multifarious duties. The registrar is chief clerk, taxing master, 
and registrar all rolled into one, and the sooner Mr. Justice 
Vaueuan Wittrams has the advantage of increased assistance 
from experienced, responsible, and independent officials working 
under him in companies winding-up business the better. That 
our proposal is feasible is obvious, because the chief clerks are 
there in the same number as heretofore, with a third less work 
to do and with a thorough and intimate knowledge of company 
business. 
But whether our suggestion is carried out or not, it is per- 
fectly evident to our mind that the hands which are working 
behind Mr. Justice Vavenan WitttAms require strengthening, 
and that now is a convenient time to do it. Whatever official 
changes are made, their primary object ought to be to render 
the position of Mr. Justice Vavanan Wiittams as the judge in 
companies winding-up more secure, and more independent of 
bureaucratic control. 
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EXECUTORS ACCORDING TO THE TENOR. 
3 


THE appointment of an executor is either express or constructive, 
There is an express appointment where the testator either him- 
self nominates a definite person as executor, or at least provides 
how the executor is to be ascertained or nominated. Thus it is 
sufficient if the testator delegates the power to appoint executors { 
to some named or defined person. The difficulties which may 
arise in connection with an express appointment of executors 
were considered in these columns some two years ago (37 
Soxicrrors’-Journat, 555, 577). We propose now to deal with 
the case where the appointment is constructive only, and where 
—to adopt the customary phrase—probate is granted to an 
executor according to the tenor of the will. 

The general rule on the subject is thus laid down in Williams 
on Executors (9th ed., p. 189):—‘‘ Although no executor be 
expressly nominated in the will by the word ‘executor’; yet, 
if by any word or circumlocution the testator recommend, or 
commit to one or more the charge 0. or the rights which 
appertain to an executor, it amounts to as muc the ordain- 
ing or constituting him or them to be execufors.” Or we may 
state the distinction between executors expressly and construc- 
tively appointed as follows :—If a testator by his will nominates 
A. to be his executor, A. is expressly appointed executor ; if, 
without naming A. as executor, the testator refers to him in 
such a way as to shew that he is intended to perform the 
functions of an executor, then A. is constructively appointed. 
He is executor according to the tenor. In an hs case, // 
it is solely a question of the testator’s intention. Did he intend “* 
to put Ths person who claims t0 be executor according to the 
tenor in the position—to clothe him with the office—of executor? 
‘It is,” said Sir James Hannen in Jn the Goods of Lush (1887, 13 
P. D. 20), ‘‘ always a question of intention and of the construc- 
tion of the instrument.” But at the same time it is necessary / Gi 
that_the intention should be quite clear. CL Bie a prose ae 
objection,” said Burt, J.,in Jn the Goods of Leven (15 P. D., p. wi 
23), ‘to granting probate to people who are not pte! 
designated executors of the will, and who merely claim to be 
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executors according to the tenor; because such a grant confers he» 
on them the right to administer, not only the estate of the maker int 
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of the will, but also all other estates in reference to which the 
testator stood in a representative capacity. It is a serious thing, 

y {and it ought not to be done except in_cases_where it is quite 
clear_that it w intention of the testator f Cast on the 
person the duties of an executor.” tis 

The cases in which this intention has come in question are 
very numerous. It will assist in the discussion of them if we 
deal, first, with those where the will shews in general terms that 
a named person is to administer the estate, and then, with those 
where it shews a like intention by vesting in a named person 
some one or more of the specific functions of an executor. 

n the first place, then, if the testator shews in general terms 
his intention that a particular person, who is not named as 
executor, is to administer his estate, this person will be entitled 
to probate as executor according to the tenor. And such an 
intention is shewn when the person in question is to have the 
dealing with or disposition 6 State, or is c — gene- 
rally with carrying out the wishes of the deceased. In Bright- 
Saihv_Kvighlar Ce OFS-Eiz_-13) ororence is made to a case in 
17 Eliz. where it was ruled that, if one made his last will, and 
directed that none should have any dealing with his goods until 
his son came to the age of eighteen except J. 8., by this J. 8. 
was executor during the minority of the son. And where a 
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testator made an infant of four years his executor, and ap- | P 


pointed that during the nonage of the infant J. D. should have 


a wa 


infancy (Pemberton v. Cony, 1589, 1 Cro. Eliz. 164). The same 
idea is expressed in a passage in Williams on Executors (p. 
190), where it is said, in reliance on the older writers (Godolphin 


the disposition of his goods, J. D. was executor during the | P 





and Swinburne), that it is sufficient for a testator to say: “I 
make A. B. lord of all my goods”; but the further statement | 
in the passage, that it is also sufficient to say: “I leave the | 
residue of all my goods to A. B.,” is incorrect, an error | 
which is recognized on the following page. A testator, indeed, | 
¢ | may appoint an executor by nominating a person as ‘ uni- 
versal heir” (Androvin v. Poitlblanc, 1745, 3 Atk. 301), for 
this term, according to the civil law, properly denotes a person 
who is to represent the testator (cf. In the Goods of Oliphant, 
ye 1860, 1 Sw. & Tr. 525); but_a gift of the beneficial enjoyment 
| of the whole or the residue of he_estate does not entitle the 
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legatee to probate as executor according to thetenor. In the 
Cited the testator said: ““I-leave all the property and 
effects possessed by me at the time of my decease to my dear 
wife.” Sir CO, Cresswetz held, in accordance with the settled 
practice of the registry, that the wife, as universal legatee, was 
entitled to administration with the will annexed, but not to 
probate as executrix according to the tenor. A residuary lega- 
tee, however, is more readily admitted as executor than any 
other person. In Grant v. Leslie (1819, 3 Phillimore, 116) Sir 
Joun Nicnott, after observing that a person was admitted as 
executor according to the tenor because it was the intention of 
the testator that he should take the management of his property 
after his death, said that, in case of doubt, the residuary legatee 
was willingly admitted ‘‘ because he has the greatest interest in 
h / ,the proper management of the estate.” And ibly a residu- 
“i ary legatee is executor according to the tenor, if the gift of the 
residue is expressly made subject to the payment of debts (see 
Williams on Executors, 9th ed., p. 191). 
In other ways, too, a testator may intimate that his estate 
’ shall be administered or his testamentary wishes carried out by 
some particular person, and such person, therefore, is executor 
according to the tenor. In Jn the Goods of Brown (1877, Li. R. 2 
P. D. 110) a testatrix said :—‘‘I appoint my said sister 8. B. my 
executrix, only requesting that my nephews, F. P. and J. A. B., 
will kindly act for or with this dear sister.” Sir James Hannen 
said the case came within the principle that, where a testator 
has expressed a wish that a person named shall administer his 
estate, he will be held to be an executor, and he granted probate 
to F. P., the other two persons named being dead. In Jn the 
Goods of Archdall (1880, L. R. Ir. 5 Ch. D. 618) the testator 
desired his brothers M., W., and E. to see the intentions of his 
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Ds will carried out as far as consistent with law and equity, his wife 
y to be his residuary legatee. Since the brothers were to see the 
ad will executed—that is, to see to the administration of the whole 
: estate—they were executors according to the tenor. The same 


intention was expressed, though somewhat more vaguely, in 











In the Goods of Almosnino (1859, 1 Sw. & Te. 508), where, in a 
testamentary writing in the form of a letter to her n x 
a testatrix said:—‘ You will be doing me a charity if you 
comply with my last wishes,” and then proceeded to give 
directions as to her funeral and the disposition of her property. 
Probate was granted to the nephew as executor according to the 
tenor. Similarly, in Jn the Goods of Manly (1862, 3 Sw. & Tr. 
56), a testatrix executed a testamentary paper in the form of a 
letter, beginning ‘‘ My dear Eliza,” and containing full informa- 
tion as to the amount of her pro , with directions as to the 
manner in which she wished it to dis of. The letter 
concluded with these words :—‘ I know of nothing else, my dear 
Eliza, to trouble you with, and trust that this will not involve | 
you in much.” Evidence being given that by “Eliza” the 
testatrix meant E. M. A., Sir O. Cresswert granted probate to 
E. M. A. as executrix according to the tenor. 

In the above cases the testator entrusted some person with the 
general duty of carrying out his wishes or disposing of his 
estate. There are a still larger number in which the testato: 











































3 y he nature 
of these filnctions is well known, is ¢ in several of 
the authorities. They involve ‘‘a general power to receive and 
ay what is due to and from the estate” (Boddicott v. Dalzeel, 
1756, 2 Lee, 294); “to get in and receive the whole estate, to 

ay the debts, and divide the residue” (Jn the Goods of Baylis, 
are to collect the 


“The essential oe of ~ executor 
of the deceased, ay his fw 

expenses and debts, and to disc e the | eS (par Sir 

JAMES LTANNEN in Jn the Goods ~ “Tamson. a L. R.3 P.& 


D. 253). And special emphasis is laid on the payment of debts, 
‘¢ To discharge lawful demands is the very office of an executor, 
more especially to pay debts” (Grant v. Leslie, supra). 


It follows that directions in a will implying 
rson is to get in and y patate Will constitute hit 


© t atr old case where one upon his 
death-bed said to his wife that she should “ pay all and take 
all.” She was adjudged to be executrix. In Jn the Goods of 
Saunders (1867, 11 Jur. N. 8. 1027) a seaman by his will made 
at sea gave directions to his brother as to the getting in and 
distribution of his property. It was held that the brother was 
executor according to the tenor. More specific were the : 
directions in Jn the Goods of Montgomery (1846, 5 No. of Oas. 99), 
where, by a deed which was held to take effect as a will, a 
testatrix gave all her personal estate to A, and B. upon trust to 
collect wok, pes fne.’> into money, and pay thereout her debts and 
certain legacies, and transfer the residue to her son. Although 
A. and B. were described as trustees, it was held that the acts 
were to be done by them as executors, and probate was decreed 
to them as executors according to the tenor. So in Jn the Goods 
of Adamson (supra) a testator gave all his real and personal estate 
to A., B., and ©. ia trust to sell, Out of the readiest of the 
property they were to pay his debts and funeral ig pre and 
to pay the balance to the trustees of a certain deed, by whom it 
was to be a aye ¥ —, HANNEN oer that the 
duties of paying debts and funeral expenses, and paying over 
the residue, were expressly conferred on A., B., a OC, and it 
was a reasonable construction that they were also to collect the 
assets. Hence they had all the functions of executors, and were 
executors according to the tenor. ; 
And if a testator first directs his funeral and testamentary A 
expenses to be paid, and then, without naming executors, gives 3 
all his personal estate to trustees in trust to get in and convert 
and to divide the proceeds in a specified manner, the trustees 
are executors according to the tenor. Before the division 


to. doit (ln the Goode of 


take place the direction for payment of ust be 
P paym t (ln the 
in such a 


1865, L. R. 1 P. & D. 21). 


















with, and the trustees are the 
Baylis, 1865, L. R. 1 P. & D, 21). If, however 
an executor is named, although he is the same as 
the trustee, there is a distinction betweon the offices of executor 
and trustee, and an appointment of a new trustee of the will 
under a power will not make the new trustee also executor accord- 
ing to the tenor (Moss v. Bardswell, 1860, 3 Sw, & Tr. 187). The 
appointment of the executor according to the tenor seems to be 
clearer if direction for distribution itself contains a 
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reference to the payment of debts, and the trustees are 
then expressly invested with the three functions mentioned 


above—to collect assets, —~ and distribute. In in 
the Goods of “Bilt 11378, . D. 85) a pa gave 
all his real and personal estate not otherwise disposed of to 
A. and B. on trust to apply the rents, interest, and annual 
produce to certain specified purposes, and there was a gift of 
residue “after payment of my lawful debts and liabilities.” 
Sir James Hannen held that, on the true construction of the 
will, A. and B. were appointed to collect the assets and pay the 
debts and legacies, and that probate ought to be granted to 
them as executors according to the tenor. So in Jn the 
Goods of Lush (1887, 13 P. D. 20) a testator by his will 
appointed A., B., and OC. his executors, and, on the subse- 

uent death of B., he made a codicil and appointed A., C., and 
b. trustees of the codicil. The trustees were directed by the 
codicil to get in all the property as stated in the will, and the 
codicil continued: ‘‘ After paying all my funeral and other 
expenses, distribute the residue and remainder of my property 
as stated in my will.” Sir James Hannen held that D. was an 
executor according to the tenor. With these cases may be com- 
pared Jn the Goods of Heaton (1861, 7 Jur. N. 8. 832), where a 
testator gave and bequeathed to ‘‘ A. and B., administrators and 
assigns, and to be disposed of by them as trustees, all funeral 
expenses and others to be paid,’”’ and afterwards the residue 
of his estate to be paid to O., after deducting certain 
specified sums for named persons. It was contended that A. 
and B. were to pay the funeral and other expenses, and pay the 
residue to C., and this was perhaps the natural construction of 
the will. However, Sir OC. Cresswett could not extract any 


— from the words used, and refused probate to A. 
an . 


A READING OF THE NEW STATUTES. 
THE RAILWAY AND CANAL Trarric Act, 1894 (57 & 58 VicT. 
Cc. 54), 

This Act confers an important jurisdiction on the Railway Commis- 
sioners in respect of the rates and charges of railway companies. In 
cases wh @ railway company have, since the 3lst of December, 
1892, dirent? or indirectly increased, or where they pp pt eg 
any Fate oF aang, and complaint is made that the rate or charge is 

mable, it is to lie on the company to prove that the increase is 
reasonable, and for this purpose it iv nat to be sufficient to shew that 
the rete or Shares ia within_any weatutory limit (section 1(1)). The 
‘ay Commissioners have jurisdiction to hear and determine any 
complaint with respect to any such increase of rate or charge, but it is 
that the complaint shall first have been made to and 
considered by the Board of Trade under section 31 of the Railway 
and Canal Traffic Act, 1888 (section 1 (3)). That section enables the 
Board of Trade to receive explanations from both parties, and to 
attempt to effect an amicable settlement of the matter in difference. 
The present section, therefore, refers the difference to the juris- 
diction of the Railway Commissioners in case the friendly intervention 
of the Board of Trade fails. Section 1 (5) applies to complaints 
under the nt Act the provisions of section 12 of the Act of 1888, 
enabling the commissioners, in addition to or in substitution for any 
other relief, to award damages to the complaining party; but such 
damages can only be awarded where complaint has been made to the 
commissioners within a year from the discovery by the party 
Per mae of the matter complained of. It is important to notice 
t where complaint is made under the present Act in respect of any 
rate or charge increased before the passing of the Act (25th of August, 
1894), the period of six months after the passing of the Act is 
substituted for the limit of one year just mentioned, but the Board of 
Trade may, if they think fit, extend this period of six months with 
respect to any complaints made to them within the period. Thus, 
for the Act to apply to cases of rates increased before the 25th of 
— 1894, it is essential that complaint shall be made to the Board 
of e before the 25th inst. By section 19 of the Act of 1888 the 
costs of proceedings before the commissioners were placed in the 

i ion of the commissioners, who might order by whom and to 
whom they were to be paid. Section 2 of the present Act restricts 
this discretion, and enacts that, save in the case of disputes between 
two or more companies, the commissioners shall not have power to 
award costs on either side, unless they are of opinion that either the 
claim or the defence has been frivolous or vexatious. 














It is announced that the de of LL.D., honoris causa, would be con- 


ferred upon Mr. John Westlake, M.A., Q.C., the Whewell Professor of 
Sehteatiionnt Law, by the University of Cambridge on Thursday. 
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CORRESPONDENCE. 
SPECIAL POWERS OF APPOINTMENT. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. ] 


Sir,—-The questions appearing in vol. 35, p. 328, on such powers 
do not appear to have met with replies. May I now ask whether 
there is any, and, if so, what, objection to the enclosed provision being 
added to the power of appointment amongst issue contained in an 
ordinary marriage settlement of personalty ? 


[Provided always that the persons or person to whom the respective 
powers of making appointments in favour of children or remoter issue 
of the said intended marriage are hereinbefore given may, in exercise 
of such powers, confer upon any such child or remoter issue in whose 
favour any appointment shall be made of the income of all or any of 
the trust premises for his or her life or any less period, both or either 
of the following powers—namely, power for such child or remoter 





issue to appoint unto or for the benefit of any wife or husband who 
may survive her or him (such wife or husband to be born within the 
| period aforesaid) an interest for the term of her or his life, or any less 
| interest in the whole or any part of the trust premises or part thereof 
which shall have been so appointed to such child or remoter issue of 
the said intended marriage, and also a power for the same child or 
remoter issue by deed or will to appoint the capital of the trust 
premises or part thereof which shall have been so appointed to him 
or her as aforesaid (subject to any previous life or less interests) unto 
all or any one or more exclusively of the others or other of the 
children (born within the period aforesaid) of such child or remoter 
issue of the said intended marriage. ] 





CASES OF THE WEEK. 


Court of Appeal. 


MINTER v. KENT, SUSSEX, AND GENERAL LAND SOCIETY (LIM.) 
—No. 1, 28th January. 


PracticE—RE&cEIVER—JURISDICTION TO APPCINT EX PAKTE. 


Appeal from the refusal of Day, J., at chambers to set aside the appoint- 
ment of a receiver. Upon the ex parte application of the plaintiff, a 
judgment creditor of the defendant company, an order was made appoint- 
ing a receiver over certain property of the company subject to certain 
mortgages. The company having gone into liquidation, the liquidator 
applied to set aside the order, contending that there was no jurisdiction to 
appoint a receiver ex parte except. for the mere purpose of preserving 
property, whereas here the would confer rights by making 
the judgment creditor a sec creditor. 

Tue Cover (Lord Esuzr, M.R., and Ricuy, L.J.) dismissed the appeal. 

Ricny, LJ., delivered the judgment of the Courr.—The Court of 
Chancery before the Judicature Acts exercised the jurisdiction of appoint- 
ing receivers of equitable interests which could not be taken in execution at 
law owing to some legal impediment. It was contended that a receiy: 
could only be appointed upon notice, and Drown v. Blount (9 L. J. Oh. ©. 
S74) ane Re ropkard a8 W. R. 133, 43 Ch. D. 131) were relied upon 
for that proposition. That would be true if the owner of the peice 
interest were not in any sense represen’ n the action. in Srown v. 
Bland The GWiST OY Ne MYMMCAOTS TAtSrest was Outside the jurisdiction and 
had not appeared, and it was held that as he was not in any sense before 
the court a receiver could not be appointed ex parte. In Re Shephard the 
owner of the equitable interest died, and no one interested in it was before 
the court, and the court held that an ez parte order for the appointment of 
a receiver over the property could not be made. Reference had been made 






to Lucas v. Harris (35 W. R. 112, 18 Q. B. D. 127), where Lindley, L J., 
said at i was 10! i i Stver er prrte, 
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unless the order had been made at once, there would have been F com to do. After trying various offices he went to the defendant yr ef 
R. § 


danger of the property being lost. There were therefore ex 

circumstances here.—Covunset, D. M. Kerly ; Biron. Soxtctrrors, 

H. Steele, for G. W. Haines, Folkestone ; Kerly, Son, § Verden. 
[Reported by W. FP. Banny, Barrister-at-Law. } 


ROBARTS v. FRENCH—No. 1, 28th January. 


Practice—DismissAt or AcTON FOR WANT OF ParosgcuTion—New TariaL 
ORDERED—ACTION NOT SET DOWN FOR New TRIAL—JURISDICTION or Covrt. 


Motion by the defendant to dismiss the action for want of prosecution. 
The action had been tried, and verdict and judgment entered for the 
defendant. The Court of Ap 
verdict and judgment, and ordered a new trial. The plainttt did not set 
the action down for a new trial. It was conten on of the 
defermtant tint tie application was properly made to the Court of Appeal, 
and not at chambers, because, no time being limited by the order within 
which the plaintiff was to set down the action for a new trial, the master 
at chambers could not in any way vary or limit the order of the Court of 
Appeal, who alone could deal with its own order. 

Tue Covrr (Lord Esuer, M.R., and Lrvpiey and Riory, L.JJ.) dismissed 


the motion. 

Lord Esugr, M.R., said that the court had no jurisdiction to entertain 
the application. 

Linptey, L J., said that he had no doubt that this application should be 
made at chambers, As 1 Paras the technicar pom fised, he did not think 
tharit was in the least inconststent with the order of this court, directing a 
n 7 ts should make an order, if he thought 


ew trint, that-2-muster-at Chambers 
it Se the action for want of f prosecution. 
Rroty, L-J-, concurredt.—CounseL, Slephen Lynch; Montague Lush. 
eed 


Soxicrrors, Champion § Henderson ; H. Keeble. 
| Reported by W. F. Barry, Barrister-at-Law.] 






















HAMBROUGH ». THE MUTUAL LIFE INSURANCE CO. OF NEW YORK 
—No. 1, 24th and 25th January. 


Lire Insurancre—Fraup sy AcGEent or AssuRED—MISSTATEMENTS BY 
AssuRED—WARRANTY. 


This was an application by the plaintiff for judgment or a new trial in 
an action tried before the Lord Chief Justice and a special jury. The 
plaintiff, who was the father and administrator of the estate of Cecil 
Hambrough, deceased, sought to recover the sum of £20,000 on two 

licies of insurance effected with the defendant company on the life of 

‘ecil Hambrough, and dated the 4th of August, 1893. By their defence 
the defendant company alleged that the policies in question were obtained 
by fraud, and, further, that certain misstatements wer2 made by Cecil 
Hambrough on the application for the policies and in the information 
supplied to the defendants’ medical examiners, and that the policies were 
—T rendered void. The alleged fraud consisted in certain statements 

made by one Monson, as agent of Cecil Hambrough, to the defendant com- 
pany to the effect that Cecil Hambrough had purchased an estate in 
Scotland, called the Ardlamont Estate, and that the purchase was to be 
completed on the 8th of August, 1893, that Monson’s wife had advanced 
or was about to advance a large sum for the purpose, and the policies were 
to be held as security for this sum, and, further, that Monson was the 
trustee and guardian of Cecil Hambrough. The misstatements alleged to 
have been made by Cecil Hambrough were that no application for the 
insurance of his life had previously been declined or pos ed by any 
other insurance company, and that no unfavourable medical opinion upon 
his life had ever been given by a physician. The application form, which 
was signed by Cecil Hambrough, contained the following statement :—‘‘ I 
also agree that all the foregoing statements and answers, as well as those 
that I make to the company’s medical examiner in continuation of this 
application, are by me warranted to be true and are offered to the com- 
pany as a consideration of the contract.’’? At the trial the jury found 
that an application by Cecil Hambrough for insurance had been post- 
poned by one insurance company and had been declined by another. The 
jury also found that an unfavourable opinion had been given as to the 
insurableness of his life, of which he was aware; that fraudulent state- 
ments had been made which were material and which influenced the 
defendant company ; that Monson effected the insurance with the know- 
ledge and acquiescence of the deceased ; but that there was no fraud by 
the deceared. In support of the application for a new trial it was con- 
tended that Monson was not the agent of the deceased, and that the state- 
ments in the application form were not the basis of the contract and that 
their accuracy was not a condition precedent to the existence of the contract ; 
that the warranty was only a promise forming of the contract, the 
breach of which did not invalidate the contract although it might give rise 
to an action for damages. It was further contenaell that there was no 
evidence that any of the statements of Cecil Hambrough were untrue. 

Tue Covrr (Lord Esuer, M.R., and Lorrs and Ricsy, L.JJ.) dismiesed 
the application. 

Lord Esuer said that the jury had come to the conclusion that the 
poiicies had been obtained by fraud. The court was asked to set the 
verdict aside, on the ground that there was no evidence of fraud. 
The jury came to the conclusion that Monson and his wife (against 
whom he did not desire to say anything, as he believed she was just 
as much a tool in Monson’s hands as the young man was) had taken 
the young man, under the pretence of teaching him, and then by his own 
and his wife’s efforts had obtained such an influence over him that he 
became, as the Lord Chief Justice said, mere putty in Monson’s hands. 
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on the 5th of June, 1894, set aside the T Turthé 
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and a for a policy in 
of todo the com 
ments which were 
by fraud on the part of Monson. Under these circumstances 
the personal representatives of Hambrough say that the = 
effected by him and therefore belonged to his estate, and he 
take the policies and have nothing to do with the 

by which they were obtained. In lordship’s opinion if a ly 


ie took out a policy in the name of another, he was assuming 
ren [*) 


acdulescence of that other he was at that moment and withou any // 
fication the amitte 


him as such agen could be used 2 inst t 7) ‘urthe iF he 
Ws agent of the other at th time, Du named to act "ag agent, 
th other took the poticy; tre - 


th¥oW Over the fraud by which fic btained herefore, th 
ed Deng he aud oO onsen, OAMmorourh t mswerable for that 
fraud so far as any benefit under the policies was concerned, and the 


defendants were not liable upon the policies. But greed the policies 
had not been obtained by fraud, the questions would then be whether 
the construction placed upon the words of the : form by the 
Lord Chief Justice was correct. The Lord C Justice, foll the 















decision of Lord Eldon in Newcastle Fire Insurance Co. ¥. Macmorran (3 Dow. 
255), had held that the leg ect Of thé Ch tements 
in th tion f basis c — 











, aailelend- 













ced. an q he statemen 

7 Opitiion there was evidence jury might say 
that the statements were untrue. For these reasons his lordship was of 
opinion that the application for a new trial failed. 

Lopes and Riery, JJ., concurred. Appeal dismissed.—Counset, Willis 
Q.0., Boxall, and Roskill; Murphy, Q.0., Finlay, Q.0., R. M. Bray, and 
J. Harvey Murphy. Sortorrons, Prince § Plumridye ; Freshfields § Williams. 

[Reported by F. O. Ronixson, Barrister-at-Law.] 
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REG. v. JUSTICES OF LONDON—No. 2, 26th January. 


Manpamus—Licenstnc Aprrat—Costs or Licenstne Justices—Duiscre- 
TION oF Justices AT QuaRTER Sgsstons—9 Gao. 4, c. 61, s. 29—11 & 12 
Vict. c. 43, s. 7—Summary Jurisprorron Act, 1879 (42 & 43 Vicr. oc. 49), 
s. 31—Summary Jurisprorron Act, 1884 (47 & 48 Vier. o. 43), 8. 6. 


Appeal from the decision (reported ante, p. 114) of the Divisional Court 
(Pollack, B., and Grantham, J.). At the a rey 
meeting for the Tower Division of the County of , held on the 
of March, 1894, the justices refused the tion of one Tant for the 
renewal of a licence to sell liquors to be consumed on the premises known 
as the Cannon Stores public-house. On the 3rd_of April, 1894, the free- 
holder of the premises, one Magerkorth, appealed to the quarter sessions. 
Notice of appeal was | tgs to licensing justices, oa 
by counsel to oppose the appeal, which was dismissed. App was 
made to the court to order that Magerkorth perce | to 
justices, by way of costs, such sum as should 'y them for all their 
expenses under section 29 of 9 Geo. 4,c. 61. The justices at quarter 
sessions, being of opinion that they had a discretion in the matter, refused 
pad apart The then fora the 
justices at quarter sessions d de , 0 ye 
question as to of the licensing to receive the costs of 
Magerkorth’s appeal. The Divisional Cou t a mandamus. 
The licensing justices appealed, and contended that the justices at quarter 
sessions had refused to perform a duty imposed upon them by Act of Par- 
liament—viz., 9 Geo. 4, c. 61, s. 29. Counsel for the justices at quarter 
sessions and for Magerkorth relied on the Summary Jurisdiction Act, 1879, 
s. 31, and the ween sean in, 8. os ere 
29 of 9 Geo. 4, c. 61 no longer applicable to a case present. 
Tux Covat mere pele S porage pf ) aaa prodicer dy < ars 
Linotey, L.J., after s tc) > :—It was 
before us that the court of quarter sessions had no jurisdiction to refuse 
the licensing justices their costs, and that a mandamus ought to go to com- 
pel the court of quarter sessions to order such costs to be 
e_jurisdiction of an inferior court must necessar! 
uestion whether they have exceeded It OF Have reru 
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ndamus, prob 
case. Unless inferior 
courts. But from time immemorial the Court of Queen’s Bench has had 


the f pelling them to exercise their jurisdiction and of 
> thea tea it. sree Se teat, is equ fe 
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venting them from exceedin, 








that th : Q t upow] 
: eo DSTO’, LUCTCIUES, ere nan 

Sight to go or be refused, it is necessary to 

court of e exter sneatena hah over ones ane ee This inquiry 

involves the necessity of examining several Acts of Ryder % 4 


determine whether section 29 of 9 Geo. ae 61 is still in force. uy ft 
the 


is, whether it is to 
29 of 9 Geo. ray relate to appeals from orders made by justices of 





Thereupon Monson resolved to obtain a large insurance on Hambrough’s 
life and persuaded him to acquiesce in what he (Monson) was about 


peace. A right of appeal to yuarter sessions is given by section 27. 
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Section 28 authorizes justices to bind persons to appear and give evidence 
on the appeal. Section 29 provides, inter alia, for the payment by an un- 
successful appellant of the costs and charges of the justices whose order is 
pealed against and who have to be served under section 27 with notice 

of the appeal. ‘The costs and charges to which justices are entitled under 
this section are strictly limited to those which they have incurred by 
reason of having been served with notice of the appeal. In 1872 these 
were expressly repealed, except so far as they relate to renewals 

of licences and transfers of licences under sections 4 and 14 of 9 Geo, 4, 
c. 61 (eee 35 & 36 Vict. c. 94, s. 75 and schedule 2). The language of this 
rapealing Act would lead anyone to suppose that sections 27, 28, and 29 
of 9 Geo. 4, c. 61 were wholly unrepealed in 1872. But this appears not 
to be the case, for it was decided in 1851 by . v. Helligy (17 Q. B. 229), 
that part of section 29 of 9 Geo. 4, c. 61 had been Tepealed in 1848 by 
the Summary Jurisdiction Act (11 & 12 Vict. c. 43), s. 27. Reg. 
v. Hellier was an appeal from a conviction, and not an appeal 
from an order relating to a renewal or transfer of a_ licence. 
But ieg. v. Hellier is important as shewing that the provisions 
of 9 Geo. 4, c. 61 relating to notices to justices and to costs to be paid to 
them by an applicant were very materially altered, and in some very 
important respects repealed by the Summary Jurisdiction Act, 1848. It 
is, however, in my opinion, plain that in we ST intended _to 
= sections an 7 and 29 of J Geo. 4, c. 61, so far as they were then 
ar as My Telated to the renewal of ticences oF the 

trans ‘under sections 1 and 14 ot the same Act: If this-con- 
clusion be correct it follows that, notwi fiding the repeal of sections 
27, 28, and 29 of 9 Geo. 4, c. 61 as regards all mstters except renewals or 
transfers of licences, still upon an appeal to quarter sessions from an order 
made on an application to renew a licence, a justice served with notice of 
the appeal continued to be entitled under section 29 of the Act of 9 Geo. 
4, c. 61 to an order that the unsuccessful appellant should pay him such 
sum by way of costs as should, in the opinion of the court of quarter 
sessions, be sufficient to indemnify him “‘ from all cost and charge what- 
soever to which such justice may have been put in consequence of his 
having had served upon him notice of thei sntion OF euch party party to 
i x ake to hi een the law as it stood after the passing 
of the Act of 1872. Since that Act there has been no further express 
repeal of the sections 27, 28, and 29 of 9 Geo. 4, c. 61. But there have 
been several Acts consolidating and amending the various statutes relating 
to proceedings before magistrates, and one question is whether these later 
sta’ re so inconsistent with sections 27, 28, and 29 of 9 Geo. 4, c. 61, 
as pomented them even in licensing cases. The subse- 
quent statutes to which I refer are the Summary Jurisdiction Acts 
of 1879 and 1884. [After an elaborate examination of the provisions 
of theee Acts, his lordship came to the conclusion tbat the effect of 
the Act of 1884 of ACT 3 at A 





o 














f 9 Geo. 4, c. 61 as entitles the licensing justices to costs, if 
they can be regarded as ‘‘a ty’ within clause 5 of section 31. More- 
“st over, if this inconsistency Taeeblished, then, by section 55 of the Act of 
1879, rection 29 of 9 Geo. 4, c. 61 is repealed so far as the inconsistency 
extends. The question for determination thus becomes narrowed down to 


the question whether the licensing justices can be regarded as a party 
within ¢ Of Section SI Of thie Act of 1979 as amentod by the Act of 
1887, Tce ¥ am not prepared to hold that they cannot be so regarded. 


ther they can or cannot seems to me to depend on the circumstances 
of each case. If there is an objector who is the real 
licensing justices, e ; 
ppear or, even if they do, 


,» and the 


peal, either donot 
eal beyon informing 
hey acted, then, in my 


: : lusion is warranted by 
g-tie language of clause 2 of section 31 with clause 5 of the 
same section, and is in conformity with Rex v. Justices of Hants (1B. & Ad. 
654), Reg. v. Purdey (13 W. R. 75, 5 B. & 8. 909), and Reg. v. Goodall 
oe R. 9 Q. B. 557, 22 W. R. Dig. 125). If there is no objector, and the 












icensing —- take no active part in the appeal, or merely inform the } 





court of the reasons for their own order, then again, in my opinion, they 
ons are not parties to the appeal. But, whether there is an objector or not, 
he licensino e court of quarter sess 












ustices not merely inform ions of 
D ne s ahd 






€ case supposed it is 
py Tio menus tear thar taey ade to pay costs unde 
section 27 of 9 Geo. 4, c. 61 (see Reg. v. Justices of Cheshire, 11 A. & E. 
141). Such costs are not the costs contemplated in the first part of section 
29 of that Act, but are costs of an entirely different character. In this 
r case there were no respondents to the appeal to quarter sessions 
except the licensing justices. The order of quarter sessions describes 
them as god they appeared by counsel to support their own order ; 
and, if I understand rightly, they actively opposed the appellant. In 
short, they acted as his opponents, and made themselves parties to the 
. They have not applied, and they could not successfully apply, 
for a mandamus on the ground that the court of quarter sessions took an 
erroneous view of their conduct. The appellants rest their case on the 
broad —_— that, whatever their conduct was, the court of quarter 
reasion had no jurisdiction to deprive them of their costs. I cannot adopt 
this view, and I have come to the conclusion that the decision appealed 
from was correct. As preety observed, the costs to which justices would 
enti under part of section 29 0 60. 4, c. 61 are strictly 
narges incurred Dy them py reason or the notice 
y Costs Deyon: 
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which entitles justices — do not_make themselves —— 
indemnified against such costs and charges as to under 
section 29 of that Act, it will follow that section 29 is still applicable to 
such a case, and that the court of quarter séssions will have no jurisdiction 
to deprive thenr ev ‘ COSTS. MOTEOVE if in the case supposed the 
court of GUEFTF BBSsIOnS were to refuse them thelt costs, upon the ground | 
tha BC OD 0 J Geo. 4, C. 0 Was repei ied snouid be OF Opinion 
ti mricmreursit tO 20 tO COlpal tue Quarter sessions to exercise the 
jurisdiction ti the only way in which they could exercise it—viz.. by 
afin an order rortne payment by the appellant of such 5. But the 
prerent casé Is hot one of that description. Garnett v. Bradley (26 W. RY 
968, 3 App. Oas. 944) is, in my judgment, an authority for, and not 
against, the conclusion at which I havearrived. It leaves justices who do 
no more than section 29 of.9 Geo. 4, c. 61 contemplated entitled to the 
indemnity which that section has provided for them, but justices who 
make themselves parties are not entitled to such indemnity. 

A. L. Surrn, L.J., concurred.—Counsex, Jelf, Q.C., Horace Atory, and 
@’ Eyncourt; Poland, Q.C., and Danckwerts; Marshali Hall, Souscrrors, 
E. W. Beal ; Nicholson § Patterson ; King § Burrell. 

[Reported by Annoip Grover, Barrister-at-Law. } 
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High Court—Chancery Division. 


ROOKE v. DAWSON—Chitty, J., 24th January. 
Caarniry—CuHarrrasts Trusts Act, 1853 (16 & 17 Vict. c. 137), s. l7— 
AcTION TO OBTAIN Possession AND EnsoyMENT or A ScHOLARSHIP— 
Consent or Cuartry ComMISsIonERS—ADMINISTRATION—STAY OF PROCEED- 


INGS. 
This was a motion to stay the above action, The action was by a 
ya of about sixteen years of age, suing by his father and claiming 


y the statement of claim a dec hat the plaintiff was e 

the j nd enjoyment of a scholarship e e Bousfield 
Serolarakip,eubjeor Wo RIF Derformingtie cowtitions- inthe. dood of 
indation. It appeared that by the deed of foundation, which was 
made in 1854, one Robert Bousfield gave a sum of £1,000 to trustees to 
invest the same and apply the income of the investments for the support 
of a three years’ scholarship in connection with the Protestant Dissenters’ 
Grammar School at Mill Hill, Hendon. The deed contained provisions 
that the holder of the scholarship should pursue his studies at University 
College, London, or at New College, London, and that the scholarship 
should be awarded to the pupil leaving Mill Hill School and going to one 
of those colleges who should pass the best examination in subjects to be 
determined from time to time by the examiner or examiners for the 
scholarship. An examination for the scholarship was held in June, 1894, 
at which the plaintiff and another boy were the only candidates. The 
plaintiff obtained the highest marks, but the defendants, the trustees of 
the deed, declined to award the scholarship. The defendants now moved 
to stay all proceedings in the action, on the ground that the plaintiff had 
not obtained the consent of the Charity Commissioners before commencing 
the action, as required by section 17 of the Charitable Trusts Act, 1853. 
It was submitted for the defendants in support of the motion that the 
case made by the plaintiff involved the administration of a charitable 
trust. The plaintiff’s cause of action was Oy as grounded on a 
contractual right within Rendall v. Blair (38 W. R. 689, 45 Ch. D. 139) 
and the authorities shewing that a legal right was not within the 
section. 

Currry, J., said that the statement of claim modified the form of the 
relief claimed by the writ by introducing aclaim for possession. This 
modification was introduced in order that the case might be brought 
within Holme v. Guy (25 W. R. 390, 547, 5 Ch. D. 901), where it was held 
that the sanctioff Was not required to an action in the nature of a common 
law action involving a legal demand of possession. The relief, however, 
asked by the statement of claim in substance was the same as that asked 
by the writ. Then, in order to bring the case within Rendall v. Blair it 
was argued by the plaintiff’s counsel that the case was one of contract. 
The defendants here, however, were sued as trustees. It was said that 
the contract was such as was found in the casesof an offer of reward for 
something to be done. Some offers did not, however, on acceptance, 
amount to the formation of a contract between the parties. For instance, 


Bad SEE 






































in Spencer v. Harding (19 W. R. 48, L. R. 5 O. P. 561) an advertisement for sale 
by Settler APTI wot to amount to a contract or promise to Ssettto-the 
person who had made the highest tender. 4) BS, J., 1 vnaAl CASE Bald that) 
the mivertizement amounted to a mere proclamation that the advertisers 


were ready to receive offers of purchase. In his lordship’s opinion there 
was nothing more here than a proclamation that an examination would be 
held. There was no promise to award the scholarship to the boy who 
obtained the highest marks. Consequently, by coming in and submitting 
to the examination the plaintiff did not do anything which resulted in a 
contract being concluded between the partics. The plaintiff's counsel 
attempted to eke out this imperfect contract by reference to the trust 
deed. But the deed was not imported into the announcement of the 
examination tobe held. The substance of the claim was that according to 
the deed the trustees were bound to award the scholarship, but that 
involved at least a partial administration of the His lordship wa 
i) i ‘ tiff nag “ te ; 
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#hat as such he sued for the enforceme - That really 
bronght the cass within Hogan v. Earl of Devon (16 W. R. 1180, L. R. 3 
Ch. 800). In iv. Blair Bowen , L.JJ., said that section 17 


or equitable modes of 


did not refer t6 common Taw rights and to legal 
enforcing these rights or to individual equitable rights not relating to the 
administration of the trusts of the charity. It was not necessary to state 
now precisely the kind of cases which were not within the section. An 
action for the enforcement of an equitable right to 


But the point in the present case was that it did relate to and 


lordship. > 
ial execution or administration of the trusts of the 


did involve the 
| cnarit A 
the Charity Commissioners. Costs would be 


that, the plaintiff undertaking ~to~ apply “forthwith 
mmissioners tor © requisite proceeding e 


farther oree peut, 
Rooke § Sons. 








0 A U ’ arwet, s » and chlem ; 
Wurtzsbito , Arnold Herbert. Sorrcrrons, Pennington § Bon ; 
{Reported by J. F. Waxey, Barrister-at-Law.} 


Re IRWIN, BARTON v. IRWIN—Stirling, J., 22nd and 24th January. 


SerTLEMENT—TRANSFER BY SetTrton To Trustees or INVESTMENTS NOT 
witntn Investment CxLAuse—Rsgrention oF saAME BY TRUSTEES— 
Vatipiry—Costs. 


Originating summons. By a marriage settlement dated the 13th of 
December, 1870, a husband and wife agreed that each would bring into 
rettlement property to the amount of £2,000. In the recitals the property 
of the husband was described as ‘‘ the sum of £2,000,’’ and the property 
of the wife as “‘ £1,800 East India Railway Stock,’’ and by the operative 
part of the settlement these said two sums of £2,000 in cash £1,800 
East India Railway Stock respectively were transferred to the trustees of 
the settlement upon trust (inter alia) that me! (the trustees) ‘‘ do and shall 
either continue the same respectively upon their said present state of in- 
vestment, or shall, with such consent as hereinafter mentioned, or of their 
own proper authority according to circumstances, make sale and 
of the same respectively, and invest the moneys arising therefrom in any 
of the ’’ investments thereinafter mentioned. The trusts of the settlement 
were of the usual nature. As a matter of fact the husband never did 
transfer to the trustees the sum of £2,000, but he paid over a sum of 
£1,000 in cash, and transferred to the trustees 100 shares (fully paid) of 
the nominal value of 10,000 rupees in the Punjaub Bank (Limited), the 
shares at that time being at a discount of twenty per cent. These s 
were not an investment authorized by the investment clause above men- 
tioned, but the trustees continued to hold them in the hope that they 
would rise in value, believing that they were entitled to do so by virtue of 
the clause in the settlement empowering them to retain investments in 
the form in which they received them, and they authorized the bank to 
pay the dividends to the husband. Dividends were so until the end 
of 1873, from which date no further dividends were , and in 1876 
the bank stopped payment. The husband never informed the trustees 
ttat dividends had ceased to be payable, but he alleged that, owing to the 
fact that he had a large overdraft at the bank, and believing that all 
dividends declared by the bank went in reduction thereof, he did not 
know that the bank had ceased to pay dividends. After the failure of the 
bank nothing was done in this matter by any of the parties to the settle- 
ment for twenty years, when the trustees, the present applicants, wished 
to retire from the trust. New trustees were found, but they refused to act 
until it was decided whether or not the trustees of thé eottTenient ‘were 









shares. jon Dy the TPUstees D) 
mons for a declarafion that they were not Tf Bg 
300 ee ee 

Srieiine, J., after stating the facts, proceeded :—There are two questions 
arising here for decision, i.e. (1) Were these shares subject to the power 
of retention, and (2) Have the trustees been guilty of a breach of trust. 
On the first point I am of opinion that these shares were handed over b 
the husband to the trustees as an investment in lieu of £1,000, although 
the recitals are clearly against any such construction. It is difficult, how- 
ever, to account for the proceeding otherwise, as the trustees knew the 
shares to be at a discount of twenty per cent., and it is very unlikel 
that they would have accepted them if they were meant to t cas’ 
to the amount of £1,000. In the recitals the husband’s contribution is 
always spoken of as cash, and the wife’sasan investment, but in the operative 
part, the direction to retain the trust funds in their then state of invest- 
ment or in the alternative to sell the same, clearly assumes the husband’s 
contribution to be in the form of investments. Hence I am of opinion that 
the trustees had power under the said clause to retain these bank shares 
in the form in which they received them from the husband. Secondly, 
have the trustees been guilty of any breach of trust in continuing the 
investment. Now, on this point I think the present case is covered by the 
decision in Bri v. Partridge (28 W. R. 711, 13 Ch. D. 654). [His 
lordship stated the facts, amd read the judgment of James, L.J., in the 
said case, and continued:—] A similar ore is urged here, and it is 
said that the trustees never exercised any d tion in the matter, because 
they never took the trouble to inquire into the financial condition of the 
bank. It seems to me, however, that there is absolutely no evidence to 
support any such allegation. The bank was universally considered to be 
a safe one, and I do not see how the trustees could have discovered it to 


be unsafe, even if they had made inquiries. On Pv mned ee BR 
trustees are entitled to the declaration 4 
{tom of Cote —ere ras + preTnfony objection on 
dants that nis Case 3 -%) D 
not by summons, 0 
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acontract might be one, and there were others which occurred to his 


Therefore the action could not proceed without the consent of 
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think the objection was a sound one, but ee 2 eee 
urged, however, that the trustees were not entitled to 
summons. The question seems to me to be, an action had been 

to of their 
























































High Court—Queen’s Bench Division. 


Re AN ARBITRATION BETWEEN CROW, PLEDGE, AND WATER- 
HOUSE—25th January. 


ARRITRATION—ForM or AWARD—JURISDICTION OF ARBITRATOR. 


Motion to set aside a’ . By an agreement of the 9th of A: 
1801, Pl ‘peat with Waterhouse loameuts for hm certain lertlns 
an itions to Starboro' Castle, plans prepared by 
Waterhouse’s architect, for sum of £3,337. agreement contained 
the following, am :—1 to the 


ongst other :—1. 
work by the 26th of September, 1891, or forfeit and pay to Waterhouse 
£3 per diem until completion, the full amount of such forfeit to be 
deducted from the sum due to 
That the pa ae ee made on the architect's certificate, 
and not otherwise. 17. during the 
architect should be the sole judge in 
contract, and that his award and decision 
but that in the event of any dispute or difference 
ies touc the construction of the contract, or the 
ilities of either of the parties to it after the conclusion a 
the ies should not to refer such difference. to 
decision of the architect and to accept his 
referred to two arbitrators or their umpire 
Procedure Act, 1854, or any then su 
The work was not completed until the 
in the meantime assigned to Crow a sum 
notice of the assignment was given to 
of the works Waterhouse two sums 
for which Pledge ought to have paid, 
credit. Owing to the delay in completion 
days at £3 per day). On the 
final certificate that nothing was 
due from to Waterhouse. Crow, 
mitted certain differences to arbitration under the arbitration clause of the 


Waterhouse. 
P 


on 
= 
a 


contract, and subsequently the submission was revoked by the and ' 
it was directed that all matters in dispute should be referred to a *| 
On the 30th of December, 1 the barrister made his award, in which, 


, 1894, 
after reci inter alia) thas Ghepates hed sie ae oe Oe 
of tan contenek and the rights, duties, and liabilities of the parties to it 


said Walter P’ 


was incom 

ren no decision on th ‘aim for penaiien or at to the sums Ped by 
‘aterhouse on behalf of Pledge, also because he had no jurisdiction 
to alter the architect's certificate. 

Tue Oovrr (Lawrance and Kennezpy, JJ D Berger the application. 
Kennepy, J., said that it was con’ 
as claims or deductions ought to have 
would not have benefited the t. 
the facts, and the court would 
if the award had been made “in 
that was not ee arbitrator 
diction. As the ity of the certificate 
which it was to be made the 








ry the certificate did not bind him. 


Lawrance, J., . Motion refused.—Covnset, 
Montagu Lush; Jef, Q.C., and R. M. Bray. Soxscrro 
Teather ; Ranger, Burton, § Co. 

(Reported by T. R. C. Ditt, Barrister-at-Law.) 


DODDS ». SOUTH SHIELDS UNION ASSESSMENT COMMITTEE— 
25th January. 


5 








Sgsstons 
—Ricut ro Examine AND Onoss-sxaine Wrrnesses as To “‘ Taxrwas’’ 
—Pracrice. 








Special case. This was an appeal, on a question of evidence, from the 
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Darham Quarter Sessions. The question for the decision of the court 
was whether the magistrates were right in refusing to allow the counsel 
for the assessment commiteece to examine in chief his witnesses and to 
cross-examine the owner of the Wheatsheaf Inn, at South Shields—who 
was appealing against the value at which the house was assessed—as to 


the amount of his “ pockittakings,’’ with a view of shewing that the 
rent paid was not the frue test of the value of the house. 

Wu1s, J., in dismissing the appeal, said upon the bare facts submitted 
to the court—which were all they had to deal with—he had but little doubt 
that this really was, as contended, a first step in an attempt to get at the 
profits. Inquiry into profits, directly or indirectly, had alw 
ex ese cases, & ce 

a 
P 


cl XCe D nces where the pro 
or. only reliable _— of ‘arriving at the true value ri the 
PrOpER. Te hd Deen argued that x aGeNCHO could bo shewn between 
case of an ordinary tradesman—a grocer for example—and that of a 
ublican. He did not think that that view could be supported, for he saw no 
FiMeulty in applying the ordinary test as to rating in the case of a public- 
house. No donbt cases of an exceptional character might arise where 
" heg. Vv. Verrall(1 Q. B.D. 
9); W nad , and that of Clark v. The Assessment 
Committee of Alderbury Union @ Overseers of Fisherton- Angar (6 Q. B. D. 
139), which was that of a refreshment bar at a railway statign, were cited 
as instances of such cases. ose considerations failed, however, in the 
case of a public-house, because there should be no difficulty in applying the 
ordinary tests. It was useless to consider ‘‘ takings” unless ‘‘ profits” 
were known. ‘‘ Takings’? were at all times a most uncertain 
quantity, and depended as much on the personal character of the landlord 
as on the situation of the house. An attractive barmaid or even an 
attempted suicide would largely increase them. So far as his experience 
went as to the practice at quarter sessions—and it was at one time con- 
tiderable—it was a novelty, and a dangerous novelty, to ask such questions 
of an appellant. It was certainly most undesirable that such inquiries 
(unless they were provoked by the man himself) should be encouraged, as 
they would be in many cases highly injurious to the owner, and would 
give opportunity to the rating bodies to put pressure on owners, who would 
often pay excessive rates in order to avoid such inquiries. The ruling of 
the chairman of quarter sessions at Durham was, in his opinion, right, and 
the appeal would be dismissed with costs. 


Waiant, J., concurred, but on other grounds. He considered that 
whether such evidence in chief and in cross-examination should be allowed 
or rejected must depend on the circumstances in each particular case. 
The facts before them were not sufficient for them to decide that here. The 
question might have been asked as to the credit of the witness or as to 
profits or with a view of shewing that the actual rent paid in no way 

ted the real value of the property. The only course open to them 
was to send back a case of this kind. Appeal dismissed, with costs— 
Counsg., Balfour Browne, Q.C., and R. Cunningham Glen ; Lawson Walton, 
Q.C., and Strachan. Souscirors, Godden, Son, § Holme, for Mabane § 
Graham ; Newlands & Newlands. 


{Reported by Easxtue Retp, Barrister-at-Law. | 


















REG. v. THE JUSTICES OF THE WEST RIDING OF YORK; Ex parte HILL 
— 23rd January. 


Licunstnc Acts—TRANSFER—SUCCESSIVE NEW TENANTS APPLYING—APPLI- 
CATION FOR A NEW LicENcE— APPEAL TO QvARTER Szsstons — Res 
JuptcaTaA— MANDAMUS. 


This was an application for a rule calling upon the licensing justices for 
the West Riding of York to shew cause why a mandamus should not issue 
directing them to hear and determine an application by one Hill, the 
owner of licensed premises known as the Vine Inn, in Newhall-road, 
Sheffield, under the following circumstances. Prior to the 10th of October 
last the house was occupied Ls one Roper, who was convicted of having 
permitted the house to be used for the purposes of betting, and a notice 
was given that the renewal of his licence would be opposed. At the 
annual licensing meeting application was made, on behalf of a new tenant, 
for a renewal of the licence, which was refused by the justices on the 

d that he was not a fit person and on account of the improper con- 
uct of Roper; and, again, because the house bore a bad character. The 
owner then applied for a renewal of the licence to himself, and the 
justices ref: it, this time on the ground that he was not a properly 
qualified person, and was not, in fact, a bond fide tenant, and also 
on the ground that the house bore a bad character. Against this 
decision the owner appealed to quarter sessions at Wakefield in 
September last, and the justices declined to hear the appeal. 
At the annual licensing meeting held on the 10th of October last the 
owner applied for a new licence, and the application, which was heard on 
the 7th of November was refused, on the sole ground that the house bore 
@ disorderly character. The owner then appealed to the adjourned 
meeting of the quarter sessions, and meanwhile took the necessary steps to 
qualify himself as a proper tenant before making his application again for 
anew licence. The justices, however, refused to hear the appeal this 
time, on the ground that the subject-matter of the appeal was res judicata. 
For the owner counsel now that what had occurred with reference 
to the transfer of the licence was no bar to his client applying for a fresh 
licence to the general licensing sessions. In eupport of his contention that, 
this being an application for a new licence, the justices were bound to 
hear the matter, he cited Reg. v. Welby (54 J. P. 183) and Reg. v. Upper 
Osgoldeross Justices (53 3. P. 823). 

Tux Covrr (Lawrance and Kenngpy, JJ.) granted the rule, holdin 
that the justices were wrong in refusing to hear the appeal, on the around 
that the subject-matter of the appeal was res judicata. Rule absolute for 








mandamus.—CounsgL, Edmondson. Soxscrrors, Pitman § Sons, for Cham. 
bers ¢ Son, Sheffield. 


{Reported by Erskine Rein, Barrister-at-Law. | 


REG. v. THE COUNTY COUNCIL OF THE WEST RIDING OF YORK— 

25th January. 

Locat GovernMENT—Potice—Coenty CounctL—ALLowANcE TO Boroveg 
Porice Force w Errictent—Extra Porice ror spectAL Emercency— 
Liasiniry or County CoUNCIL TO CONTRIBUTE TO THEIR EXPENegs— 
Manpamus—Pource Act, 1890 (53 & 54 Vicr. c. 45), s. 25. 


In this case a rule nisi had been obtained on behalf of the Corporation 





of Rotherham, Calling upon the county council for the West Riritty 
Yorktostrew cause iy they should not pay to the orporation the -su; 
of 77s. 2Za., Claimeu wo ve Utle LO them in respect of ha be cost for 
p ad clowning or tis police of the borough during the police financial 
yea hich ended he jth of Septembe RO Counsel, h shewitr 
cause agains né Tie, Sa i: inder the Poli ce Acts the county councils 


contributed one-half the cost of the pay and clothing of separate borough 
police forces, provided they were maintained during the year in an efi. 
cient condition. Between the 9th of September and the 22nd of Novem. 
ber, 1893, there was a serious coal strike in the neighbourhood of Rother. > 
ham, and the corporation obtained the assistance of a detachment 
of the metropolitan police force under two agreements, whereby © 
they undertook to pay so much for the pay of the police, 0 © 
much if their clothing was , and so much for any personal 
injury the men might receive. The corporation contended the 
extra police became, under the words of the statute, ‘‘ for all purposes” 
part of the Rotherham borough force, and the Secretary for State had 
certified that during the year the borough police force had been kept up — 
toa standard of efficiency, and therefore the county council must con. 
tribute half of the sum they had paid for them up to the 29th of 
pany ages 1893, which amounted to the sum now claimed. Should the 
rule be made absolute the county council would have to pay a further sum 


He 
submitted that there was no ground for their claim at law, as the police. 
men called in under an emergency could not correctly be described as / 
being ‘‘ for all purposes ’’ police of the borough. If he was wrong in that 
contention, at any rate it was not a case in which a prerogative writ of 
mandamus ought to go, for if the county council were liable to contribute, 
their liability crea a debt. The case of the Mayor of Salford v. The 
County Council of Lancashire (25 Q. B. D. 384) could be distinguished, and 
therefore, the decision given there did not apply. The aiding constables 
were called in under the powers given to police authorities by the 25th 
section of the Police Act, 1890 (53 & 54 Vict. c. 45), which directs that 
‘* where it is deemed expedient for any special emergency or under any 
exceptional circumstances to strengthen their police force . . . 
constables belonging to another police force the constables so 
added, notwithstanding that they have not been sworn in or any 
declaration as constables of the aided force, shall, during that period, be — 
deemed . to be forall purposes constables of the aided forces, and 
shall have like powers, duties, and privileges.’ That was merelya 
consolidation Act. The words “forall p .’ he submitted, meant 
that although not sworn, the aiding force could act as if they were sworn 
constables of that particular division or borough. The words had nothing 
to do with the question of payment at all. 

Tue Covrr (Wi11s and Waicut, JJ.), without hearing counsel for the 
other side, decided in favour of the Rotherham Corporation. 


opinion the words “ for all ” in the 25th section of 
wet “TSU, were $o be taken te thelr sim: le sense. The Act 
directed that the alding force was, for ng, to be treated for all 
purposes as forming of the aided force. As such, the Rotherham 
Corporation was entitled to receive from the county council one-half of 
these expenses, which had been certified as having been properly incurred 
and were admitted to have arisen almost entirely from the wages paid to 
the men. That was their decision so far as the law of the case went. 
With regard to the items in dispute, the court desired that they should be 
settled, in case of any nice question arising on them, by some one of the 
many qualified gentlemen on the Local Government Board who were fally 
cognizant with such matters. Rule made absolute, but without prejudice 
to the right of the county council to dispu : ‘fate a 
tobe — 3 as to costs.—U0UNSEL, Crump, Q.C., Marmorran; and F. Low; 

rk. £- * @.C., and Roskill, Soxticrrors, Stevens, Bawtree, § 
Stevens; Badham § Williams, for Trevor Edwards. 

[Reported by Erskine Rein, Barrister-at-Law. } 


for costs incurred from that date up to the 2znd of November. 














REG. v. HUGGINS, Ex parte CLANCY—29th January. 
Justices—DisquaLiIricaATION—PossiBruity or Bras—PrtotT—Convicrion OF 
Unavauirrep Prror—Mercuant Surrrine Act, 1854, s. 361. 
In this case a rule nisi had been obtained calling vo j 
5 t esend fo Sshéw cause why 


» Was con sted under section 


an unqualifie 6 
Shipping Act, 1854, of assuming and centinuing in the charge of a certain 
ship after a qualified pilot had offered to take charge of her. The rule 














was obtained on the ground that Thomas Martin, gne of the six 
before whom the case ied, had an interest iff the matter, he 
at Gravesend and in the London Bri 





q 

district, and, as such, it was alleged, acting in competition with unquali+ 
fied pilots such as Clancy. Section 2 of the Merchant Shipping Act, 1854, 
provides that the word “‘ pilot’’ shall mean ‘‘ any person not a5 
to a ship who has the conduct thereof,” and ‘qualified pilot” “any 
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distinct three different reasons for which a decision of a court nigh be 
jee eg , pecuniary interest, Dias, and such a ogres 0 as 
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—_—_—— 
duly licensed by any pilotage authority to conduct ships to which 
* does not belong.’”’ An affidavit of Martin was read, in which he stated 
that he had no interest in the conviction. Although he was a duly 
licensed Trinity House pilot, he did not in any way compete with Clancy 
or other unqualified pilots. The only Trinty House pilots who in any way 
competed with unqualified pilots were those who took turns at a pilot 
dation, but Martin did not nor never had taken part in the turn system. 
For forty-three years Martin had been a licensed ‘‘choice’’ pilot, that 
was a pilot chosen and regularly engaged beforehand by shipowners to 
ot their ships, and for the last nineteen years he had as choice 
for the Peninsular and Oriental Steam Navigation, which company 
never employed unqualified pilots on any of their ships. Under the terms 
of Martin’s employment with the company the company were exclusively 
entitled to his services, and he was not entitled to offer his services to any 
other employer so long as his engagement lasted. On these facts it was 
contended, on shewing cause against the rule, that the case had not been 
ht within the principle that a person must not act as a judgeina 
case - which he has such a substantial interest as to create a probability 


of bias on his Ayn 
Tus Court (Witts and Waicut, JJ.) made the rule absolute. 
Wuts, J., said that in these cases a difficulty always arose of keeping 















arise Lo Dias. in some of the repo ere was 
On d by mixing up considerations of pecuniary interest and 
bias. Then there was the class of case in which the objection was made 
not so much on the question of bias as on the ground that a person should 


not act as prosecutor and judge in the same case. Aa, there were cases 


in which a body, although not strictly speaking a judic 7, yet acted 
in con € natural principles s an erefore a 
n 80 fot stand, In each of these cases the con- 
tions applicable eir decision were not identical, and unless the 


distinction between them was kept clearly in mind the court might be 
influenced by expressions of opinion which did not touch the present case. 
In this case there was no question of the particular member of the tribunal 


in question having any pecuniary interest in the case, but the point which 
bad to be considered was whether the facts shewed inere- wae any aotual 
brtain. Té"Consideration of that question 
mst Tot be al oe her COifmed to the circumstances of this particular 
case, for the possibility of the recurrence of the circumstances in other 
cases must also be borne in mind. His lordship did not for one 
moment attribute to Martin that he was subject to any actual bias in this 
case. The facts did not warrant any such suggestion, but Martin did 
belong to a small class of privileged persons, for whose protection these 
proceedings had been taken against a person who was not a member of 
that privileged class, and in his lordship’s opinion it was not satisfactory 
in the interests of the gené?al administration of justice that this decision 
lowed to oe It was impossible to overstate the importance 

of ng the administration of justice by magistrates not only free from 
actual interference by motives which ought not to affect it, but also from 
ing which might give rise to a reasonable apprehension of such 
motives, which if it became general might prejudice the administration of 


justice and destroy the confidence of the public. It much more to 
the general interest that the doctrine should be enlarged than that Tt 
aba be restricted. teers ibe 



























ricted. 

RIGHT, J., concurred. Rule absolute for a certiorari. —CounsEL, 

Burnie ; Poland, Q.C., and R. D. Muir. Soxscrrons, E. H. Bedford ; Sismey 
¢ Sismey, for Tolhurst, Lovell, § Clinch, Gravesend. 


[Reported by F. 0. Rosiyson, Barrister-at-Law. | 
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LAW SOCIETIES, 
INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY. 


GenerRaAL Meerrtina. 


A special general meeting of the Incorporated Law Society, at which 
Mr, Joun Hunrer (president) took the chair, was held on Thursday after- 
hoon at the society’s hall. 





Mr, Justice VavcHan WILLIAMS. 


Mr. F. Row.zy Parker (London) asked a question which did not appear 
upon the agenda paper, but of which he said he had given notice to the 
council, as to whether the attention of the council had been called to 
the statements in the papers that the winding-up business had been trans- 
ferred from Mr. Justice Vaughan Williams to Mr. Justice Romer in 
consequence of the manner in which Mr. Justice Vaughan Williams had 
dealt with the case of the New Zealand Loan Co. 

The Presment said: The matter has not been mentioned at the council, 
but it is quite clear that there is nothing in what has been done up to the 
present time to justify the statement in the Law Journal on which the 
atticles in the daily newspapers have been founded. What has been done 
is the direct result of a Heations made to the Lord Chancellor by this 
society. The first time Mr. Justice Vaughan Williams went circuit after 
the winding-up business had been assigned to him there was a vast 
amount of pressing business before him in connection with the failure of 
the Australian banks, and great inconvenience was caused by the absence 
of the judge on circuit. The council of this society, and, I believe, the 
Bar Committee, applied to the Lord Chancellor to take —_s prevent a 
repetition of this venience, and on the next occasion Mr. Justice 
Vaughan Williams went circuit the winding-up business was, by order of 


the Lord Chancellor, assigned to Mr. Justice W: 
occasion, and on present, Mr. Justice Vi 
Justice Wright were both on circuit, and 
January, 1895, the winding-up business is to Mr. Justice Romer 
“d the absence of Mr. Justice V: Williams commencing on 
the 14th of January,’’ and the order 


Vaughan Williams resuming his sittings after such circuit the business be 


t. On the following 
Williams and Mr. 
order of the 12th of 


Vaughan Williams.” 
Prorosep Batt. 
Mr. Wii1am Goppgn (London) moved :—‘* That the council be re- 
quested to organise a subscription ball in lieu of the special general 


—s in 5, next.’’ 
Mr. F. K. Muwron (London) seconded, referring to the ents of 
1887 and 1891. In the last named year, on his initiative, a ball had been 
held in place of the April general a 

Mr. Matyi. Green (Worthing) m as an amendment to leave out 
the words “‘ In lieu of the general meeting in April next.’’ 

The amendment was carried. 


County OCovrts. 

Mr. E. J. Trusrram (London) moved a resolution which, after a discus- 
sion, was carried as follows: —‘‘ That having regard to the increasing 
jurisdiction of county courts, it is expedient to nominate a small com- 
mittee of members conversant with the practice of these courts, with the 
view of from time to time submitting recommendations to the council.’’ 

The Presipent suggested that gentlemen willing to serve upon the com- 
mittee should send in their names to the council. 


Lone Vacation. 

Mr. Parxer moved, and Mr. H. E. Gurpste (London) seconded, a 
motion to the effect that ‘‘ for the purpose of expediting li ion aud 
diminishing expense it is desirable that the Long Vacation be a hed.”’ 

Mr. T. ioe (London) moved an amendment, which Mr. Munron 
seconded, to the effect that the Long Vacation should be materially 
shortened, and that pleadings should be delivered and other formal busi- 
ness transacted during the Long Vacation. 

After an animated discussion the amendment was adopted. 

A full report of the meeting will appear in our next issue. 





LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. 
INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY. 
Specrat Prizes Oren To ALL CANDIDATES. 


Scott Scholarship.—Stephen Lee MacAndrew being, in the opinion of 
the council, the candidate best acquainted with the theory, winston and 
ractice of law, they have a to him the scholarship founded by Mr. 
Sohn Scott, of Lincoln’s-inn-fields. Mr. MacAndrew served his p 
with Mr. James Hawes, of London, and obtained the prize of the Honour- 
able Society of Clement’s-inn and the Daniel Reardon prize at the honours 
examination held in June, 1894. 
Broderip Prize.—Stephen Lee Meokaiore 2 = in a of —_ 
and heving shewn himself best acq w Ww P’ 
and the practice of conveyancing, passed a satisfactory examination and 
attained honorary distinction, the council have also awarded to him the 
rize, consisting of a gold medal, founded by Mr. Francis Broderip, of 


incoln’s-inn. 

Locat Prizes. 

Timpron Martin Prize for Candidates from Li 1.—Herbert Graham 
Leicester having, from among the candidates from Liverpool, passed the best 
examination and obtained honorary distinction, the council have awarded 
to him the prize, consisting of a gold medal, founded by Mr. Timpron 
Martin, of Liverpool. Mr. Leicester served his clerkship with Messrs. 
Masters & Rogers, of Li 1, and obtained a third-class certificate at 
the honours examination held in June, 1894. 

Atkinson Prize for Candidates from Liverpool or Preston.—Herbert 
Graham Leicester having, from am the candidates from Liverpool or 
Preston, shewn himself best acquainted with the law of real property and 
the practice of conveyancing, passed a satisfactory examination 
and attained honorary distinction, the council have also awarded to him 
the se consisting of a gold medal, founded by Mr. John Atkinson, of 
Live . ‘ 

Bisuinghem Law Society’s Gold Medal.—The examiners reported that 
there was no one qualified to take this $ 

Birmingham Law Society's Bronze .—The examiners reported that 
there was no one qualified to take this prize. 

Stephen some See a oe ee ee 
F William igglesw ’ Duy ’ from cundi- 
Ca re ee adhd, ek 0 Os 
attained honorary distinction, the council have awarded to him the prize, 
of a gold “to in memory of the late Mr. Stephen 

. Me. eerved 





Heelis, of Manchester his clerkship with Mr. 
William Wigglesworth, of the firm of Messrs. Ne Gocbsty ot 
of Manchester, and the prize of the Honourable 
Clement’s-inn and the Daniel the honours 

a 1894. 

who have been articled in the counties of or Sussex or who are the 
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sons of solicitors who have resided or practised in either of those counties, 
having shewn himself best acquainted with the law of real property and 
the practice of conveyancing, the council have awarded to him the prize 
founded by the late Mr. Robert Edmund Mellersh, of Godalming. Mr. 
served his clerkship with Mr. J.S. Hepburn and Mr. J. B. 
Benson, of London, and obtained the prize of the Honourable Society of 
Clifford’s-inn at the honours examination held in November, 1894. 





CALLS TO THE BAR, 
The undermentioned gentlemen were, on the 28th ult., called to the 


Lancoin’s-1nn.—Arthur H Claud Hamilton, University of London ; 
Robert Jardine, B.A., Cambridge; Ernest Melvill Bonus, University of 
Oxford ; Herbert Broadbent, B.A., Oxford; Maneckji Pestonji Asavaid ; 
Frederick Dewar Head, B.A., Oxford; Edgar Bonham-Carter, University 
of Oxford; Hubert Francis Flower Greenland, University of Oxford ; 
as: Edward Foy, LL.B., Cambridge ; Harold Burrows, University of 

0! " 


Inner Tempie.—Cautley Holmes Cautley, M.A., Oxford; Thomas 
Dixon, Cambridge ; Herbert Godson, B.A., LL.B., Cambridge ; Edward 
a Allen, M.A., Cambridge ; Park Goff, B.A., Oxford ; Christo- 

her , B.A., Cambridge; Richard Arthur Surtees Paget, Oxford ; 
Piaud Schuster, B.A., Oxford; Graham Wilkin, B.A., Cambridge; 
William Ralph Ward-Jackson, B.A., Cambridge; John Henry Brunel 
Noble, B.A., Oxford; Zaffur Bahadoor, Cambridge; Charles Henry 
Mortimer, B.A., Cambridge; Percival Landon, B.A., Oxford ; William 

, jun., B.A., Cambridge; Guy Worthington Halcomb, B.A., 
Oxford ; illiam Henry Wilson Theobald, B.A., Cambridge; Henry 
Seymour Moss-Blundell, B.A., LL.B., Cambridge; Frederick Hellewell 
Mills; George Wemyss Grant- Wilson, B.A., LL.B., Cambridge ; Thomas 
John Harvey; Howard Willmott Liversidge, B.A., Oxford; Walford 
Davis Green, B.A., Cambridge ; Edward Alexander Coles M’Curdy, B.A., 
Oxford; Henry Archibald Nicol; Albert Sanvil Oppé, B.A., Oxford; 
Jabez Francis Hebron; Douglas William Graham; Harold Tucker 
Wright, B.A., Cambridge ; John Joseph Fernandes; Montague Charles 
Eliot, B.A., Oxford; John Sharman Franey, B.A., Cambridge; Anthony 
Mahler; Basil Arthur Charlesworth, M.A., Oxford ; Eustace Louis Chap- 
man ; Jogeschaudra Chaudhuri, B.A., Oxford; Herbert Reynolds Rath- 
bone, B.A., Oxford ; and William Rayden. 

Mrppiz Tempe. — William George Atkinson, Oxford University ; 
Ernest Henry Cartwright, M.A., M.D., B.Ch., Oxford, L.R.C.P., 
M.R.C.S.; James Fowler M’ Arthur, B.A., Balliol Coll., Oxford; William 
Butler, M.A., Oxford; Dorabji Nusserwangi Bahadurji; William Charles 
Wentworth, B.A., Oxford; John Grant Gibson; Syed Sirajul Hassan, 
Merton OColl., Oxford; William St. John Francis-Williams, Pembroke 
Coll., Cambridge; John Adam, M.A., Aberdeen University, Fellow of 
the University of Madras; Percival Cecil Richard Dillon ; Robert Towns- 
end Warner, B.A., New (oll., Oxford; Francis Charles Oppenheimer, 
B.A., Balliol Coll., Oxford; Walter Moung Thin; William Thomas 
Laurance; Charles Walter Kent;. Tom Horace Peatling; William 
Houston, B.A., London University; 3onee Lal Shaw; Parma Nand, 
B.A., Pun University ; Frederick John Wood Sharman; William 
Flanders Howard-Flanders; Syed Mahbooh Hassan Khan; Edward 
a Lawson- Williams, B.A., Peterhouse, Cambridge; William Henry 

Gray’s-1nn.—Manmohan Lal Agarwala, B.Sc. and LL.B., University 
of London, Studentship in Jurisprudence and Roman Law, Hilary, 1892, 
Certificate of Honour, Trinity, 1893 (awarded by the Council of Legal 
Education), Bacon Scholar; John James Jackson; Cecil Henry Walsh, 
B.A., St. John’s Coll., Oxford; Alfred Edwin Dunphie; Louis 8. Green; 
and Nanak Chand. 


—_— 


LAW STUDENTS’ SOCIETIES. 


Law Srvpents’ Desarmnc Socrety.—Jan. 29—Mr. A, E. Clarke in the 
chair.—The subject for debate was: ‘“‘ That realism is inconsistent with 
true art.” Mr. Halliday Harcourt (in the absence of Mr. N. Chaplin) 

in the affirmative; Mr. Wilkinson seconded in the affirmative. 
Blagden opened in the negative; Mr. W. Arnold Jolly 
in the negative. The following members also spoke :—Messrs. 
» Trevor Roberts, Woodhouse, Neville Tebbutt, Hargroves, and 
gton. Mr. McBarnet, a visitor, having also at special request 
addressed the society, Mr. H. Harcourt replied. The motion was lost 
by a considerable majority. The subject for debate at the next meet- 
ing of the society, on Tuesday, the 5th of February, is: ‘‘ A. is a member 
of a membersh vee Dye which is admittedly used, both by members and 
, for & purpores. A., however, does not so use the club. 

he be indicted under 16 & 17 Vict. c. 119?” 


; 


¢ 


ef 





Our Health in Winter.—Dr. Andrew Wilson, writing in Lloyd's 
Newspaper on Diet, says: ‘‘The teaching of nature should never be 
near: Sar sn Oe matter of winter food let us see we are not wrong, 

take sufficient fat, for the changes that result in the wear and tear 
of our bodies are lessened in intensity by the fat of food, and the need 


for fiesh is always less when fat forms a due proportion of our diet.’’ 
The Doctor proceeds to enumerate natural products that are admirable, 
omens them ‘‘ Cocoa” with its contained Cocoa Butter. Relatively to 
this i be said that Epps's Prepared Cocoa retains all the constituents 
of the Cocoa, including the oil or butter, intact.—[Apvr. ] 





NEW ORDERS, &c. 
TRANSFER OF ACTIONS. 
Oxpsr or Covrr. 
Wednesday, the 23rd day of January, 1895, 


I, the Right Honourable Farrer, Baron Herschell, Lord High Chap. 
cellor of Great Britain, do hereby order that the actions mentioned in the 


schedule hereto shall be transferred to the Honourable Mr. Justicg 


Vaughan Williams. 
SCHEDULE. 
Mr. Justice Norrx (1894—O—No. 4021). ; 
— James Chard (Plaintiff) v The Lyric Theatre, Limited (Defend. 
ants). 


Mr. Justice Norru (1895—A—No. 11). 
Alfred Akers (Plaintiff) v Veuve Monnier et ses Fils, Limited, and the 
Insurance Company, Limited (Defendants). 

Mr. Justice Kexewicu (1894—M-—-No. 2635). 
Henry Marks v Odell, Limited. 

Mr. Justice Kexewicu (1894—G—No. 1862). 
William Garner and Another v Odell, Limited, and Another. 

HerscueEut, C, 





LEGAL NEWS. 
APPOINTMENTS. 

Mr. Epwarp Henry Power has been elected Treasurer of tha Honour. 
able Society of Gray’s-inn for the ensuing year, in succession to Master 
His Honour Judge Paterson, whose term of office will expire on the 22nd 
of April, 1895. 

Mr. Reaver Harris, Q.C., has been elected a Bencher of the Honour- 
able Society of Gray’s-inn. 

Mr. Daviy Henny Tompxrys, solicitor, of 5, Staple-inn, Holborn, has 
been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Tompkins was admitted 
in December, 1888, after passing the final examination with honours. 





GENERAL. 


The Lord Chief Justice of England will preside at the sixty-third anni- 
versary festival dinner of the United Law Clerks’ Society, which will take 
place at the Cannon-street Hotel on Thursday, May 23. 


The City Press says that Mr. Thomas Beard, C.C., having, owing to his 
continued severe indisposition, expressed a desire to relinquish the appoint- 
ment of under-sheriff to Mr. Alderman and Sheriff Samuel, the alderman 
has asked Mr. Thomas G. Beard, the second son, to undertake the duties 
for the remainder of the current year. 


A correspondent of the Zimes writes: ‘‘ General complaint has been 
expressed at the low temperature of Mr. Justice Kekewich’s court during 
the present severe weather, and much discomfort has been experienced in 
consequence by members of the profession and others attending the court. 
A remedy for this state of things is urgently needed. Even at ordinary 
seasons, apparently through some defect in the ventilating or warming 
apparatus, the happy mean between either extreme stuffiness or extreme 
cold has not yet been attained in this court.’’ 


The following are the arrangements made by the Lord Chief Justice of 
England and Mr. Justice Lawrance for holding the Winter Assizes on the 
Northern Circuit, viz. :—The commissions will be opened at Applety & 
Monday, February 11; at Carlisle on Wednesday, February 13; at - 
caster on Monday, February 18 ; at Manchester on Friday, February 22; 
and at Liverpool on Monday, March 11. Civil business at Appleby, Car- 
lisle, and Lancaster will commence as soon as the criminal business is dis- 
posed of at Manchester on Saturday, Febr 23, at 11, and at Liverpool 
on Tuesday, March 12, at 11 o’clock. The of special juries will com- 
mence at Manchester on Tuesday, February 26, aud at Liverpool om 
Thursday, March 14. On the first day at Manchester and Liverpool the 
court will not go beyond the eighth common jury cause. The Lord Chief 
Justice will proceed on circuit alone until Manchester is reached, when he 
will be joined by Mr. Justice Lawrance. 


The Times says that among the regulations which will come into force 
the. b of commercial causes by the new Commercial 

Court, it is laid down that commercial causes are to include causes arising 
out of the ordinary transactions of merchants and traders ; also that mer- 
cantile causes may be transferred from the Chancery Division to the 
Queen’s Bench Division, in accordancs with the existing practice. A 
separate list of summonses in commercial causes will be kept at chambers. 
A separate list will also be kept for the entry of such causes for trial, but 
no cause will be entered in such list which has not been dealt with by & 
judge charged with commercial business. Summonses may be entered in 
the on and after Wednesday, February 20. Thesewill be heard by Mr. 
Justice Mathew, who, on and after Friday, March 1, will, until further 
neat. SS. 0 Seen precteate, day by day for the despatch of comme?- 

ess. 
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COURT PAPERS. 


SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE, 


Rota ov Reoisrnans 1x ATTENDANCE OF 





Appgat Court Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
No. 2. Curry. Norra. 
Mr. Beal Mr. Godfrey Mr. Jackson 
Pugh Leach Clowes 
Beal Godfrey Jackson 
Pugh Leach Clowes 
Beal Godfrey J 
Pugh Leach Clowes 
Mr. Justice Mr. Justice M:. Justice 
STIRuinsa Kexewron. Romer. 
. 4 Mr. Carrington Mr. Rolt Mr. Ward 
5 Lavie Farmer Pemberton 
= Carrington Rolt Ward 
oe Bolt ward 
»@ yal D 
a Lavie Farmer Pemberten 








WARNING TO INTENDING House Purcuasers AND LesszEs.—Before pur- 
chasing or renting a house have the Sanitary Arrangements thoroughly 
Exanined by an Expert from The Sanitary Engineering Oo. (Carter Bros.), 
65, Victoria-street, Westminster. Fee for a London house 2 guineas ; 
country by arrangement. (Established 1875.)—[Apvr.] 








BIRTHS, MARRIAGES, AND DEATHS. 
BIRTHS. 
Lvsu.—Jan. 24, at 14, Fitzjohn’s-avenue, N.W., the wife of Charles Montague Lush 
barrister-at-law, of a S daughter. 
Wesp.—Jan, 26, at Cedar cane, Croesycelliog, near Pontypool, Mon., the wife of J. 
Edgar Webb, solicitor, of a son. 
Wuiams.—Jan, 24, at Dulverton, Beckenham, the wife of Alfred Clarke Williams» 
barrister-at-law, of a son. 
DEATHS. 


Cocxte.—Jan. 27, at 12, St. Stephen’s-road, W., Sir James Cockle, F.R.8., formerly 
Chief Justice of "Queensland. 

Suvre.—Jan. 27, at Teddington, Edward Parker Shute, late of Dursley, Gloucestershire, 
solicitor, aged 72. 








Op AND Rare Fire Insurance Poiicres, &c., wanted to complete a 
— by letter, to A. R. C., 76, Cheapside, London.— 
[Apvr. 


WINDING UP NOTICES. 
London Gazette.—Fripar, Jan. 25. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Limrep 1x CHANCERY. 

Decknam Hatt Coat Co, Limrrep—Creditors are required, on or before a 11, to 
send their names and addresses, and particulars of their debts or claims, to William 
Castle Fletcher, Standard chmbrs, Neville st, Newcastle upon Tyne. Wilkin & 

1, Newcastle upon Tyne, solors to liquidator 
IsternaTionat Evecrric Susway Co, Lumrep—Creditors are required, on or before Feb 
send their names and addresses, and iculars of their debts and claims, to 
Charles Walter Grimwade, 32, Walbrook. Tottenham, 32, Old Jewry 
eve NYDD AND AxBgrsycHAN Co-orgraTive Society, Limrrep—Creditors are re- 
, on or before March 6, to send their names and addresses, and particulars of their 
Abts or claims, to James White, 39, Kingsdown parade, Bristol 

Russian Sprarts Parent, Liurrep—Petn for winding up, presented Jan 23, directed to 
be heard on Feb 4. Stibbard & Co, 21, Leadenhall st, solors for petner. Notice of 
appearing must reach the abovenamed not later than 2 o'clock in the afternoon of Feb 2 

Tames Sopa Maxvracturtne Co, Liwrrep—Creditors are required, on or before —- 
8, to send their names and addresses, and particulars of their debts or claims, to J. B. 
Reeves, 3, Church ct, Old Jewry 


County Pavating or LANCASTER. 
Luurep tx Caancery. 


Wittiam Bramuart & Co, Linrrep—By an order made by the court, dated Jan 14, it was 
ordered that the voluntary winding up of the above company be continued 


London Gazxette.—Turspay, Jan. 29. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Liurrep i Cuancery. 
Bayoyxg Srzeamsuir Co, Litrrep—Creditors are required, on or before Feb *' to send 
pames and ad , and particulars of their debts or claims, to W. A. Hawkins, 
Dock House, Billiter st 

Barris bas Exscrric Grow-Lamp Co, eee gp ype Pn go on or before 
March 11, to send their names and ad and the particulars of their debts or 
daims, to Albin Hunt, Chesham Hunt & Fourmy, 4 to the liquidator 

Jouenix Co, Limrrep—Creditors are required, on or before March 1, to send their names 
and addresses, and particulars of their debts or claims, to Francis Doria, 58 8, Princes sq, 
Bayswater. Jull & Co, solors, 23, Queen Anne’s gate, W: 

Mapexixe Witwarersrannt Gotp Mixixc Co, Liurrep, m Lrquipatiox —Creditors are 
required, on or before May 1, to send their names and the particulars of 
their debts or claims, to Edmund Davis and Walter Cecil Stronge, 317-319, Winchester 

Old Broad st Hollams & Co, solors, Mincing In 

Matrix By npicaTE, Limtrep—Creditors are required, on or before Feb to send their 

names and addresses, and particulars of their debts or claims, to Depledge, 


8, Gracechurch st 

Penxixs & Bevtamy, Limrrep—By an order made by Rom r, J., dated Jan 16, it was 
ordered that the voluntary windi "sy be continued 
Emmet & Son, agents for Sanders 


up of Perkins & Bellamy, 
Co, Birmingham, solors for ptnrs 


Sepox Manwractrurixe Co, Lonure 
be heard on Feb 11 Wansey & Co, 33, 
ing must reach the abovenamed 
Srannartes or Connwatut. 
UnNuimirep 1x - acapiang: ORO 
Pi Warts Mixtxe Co—Petn for 
nen oe © ALY N Tate 2 at = 


e Princes am, 
a rucnday, Heb Ho, at it J. Mow 


Prince’s st, ‘hen. solor for 
not later than six o’clock in sultecesen of Fonte 








CREDITORS’ NOTICES. 
UNDER ESTATES IN CHANCERY. 
Last Day or Cram. . 
London Gasette.—Fuipay, Jan. 18. 
Rassirts, Maritpa Sornta, Bath. Feb 21. Thomas v Matthews, North, J. Rossiter, 
Coleman st 


Touma, We Wass Ove, 3 Joiner. Feb 16. Wilkinson v Turner, Registrar, Man- 


WIELAND, or Jouyn posveues, epee, Maaiiasonats St John’s Wood. Febi5. Bird v 
Wielan Ms d, Kekewich, J. Treadwell, Queen ao 
London Gasette.—Tuxspay, Jan. 22. 
Ba.vwix, Exvten Any, Burnley, Milliner. Feb 14. Hol; v Bald Registr r. 
Preston Steele, Burn! ley . gate » , 
London Gasette,—TunsDar, Jan, 29. 


Nicnoisox, ALBxaxper Cary at Camden Town. Feb 25. Shaw v Russell, Chitty, 
J. Hare & Co, Temple chmbrs, aa Aver ated ‘ 


Rexp, Tuomas Covenzy, Newington, Kent, Farmer. March 1. Acworth v Reed, North, 
J. Bassett & Boucher, Rochester 





UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP. 35. 
Last Day ov Ciam. 
London Gazette,—Faivay, Jan, 25. 
Barrr, Ayyiz Eutty, Weaste, nr Manchester Mar 1 
Barraciovens, Joun, Bradford, Licensed Victualler Feb 23 Freeman, Bradford 
Bazg.y, Rey Tuomas Tyssexy, Dover Mar25 Lewis & Pain, Dover 
Boon, Cuarity, Plymouth Mar 30 Rooker & Co, Plymouth 
Boww1x, Frank Ceci. Bovuttox, Blackheath, Gent Feb 19 Cruesemann & Rouse, Phil 
Baows, Jauns Monay, Chiswick Mar 8 Rooper & Whately, Lincoln's inn fields 
Caroyx, Epwarp Groraz, Ashford, Gent Feb 23 Glaisyer & Porter, Birmingham 
Couttert, Cuanves, Stratford, Builder’s Foreman Feb 26 Kingdon & Co, Cheapside 
Coorger, Exvizanetn, St John’s Wood rd March 16 Hughes & Sons, Bedford st 
Corrett, Exizasera Ayx, Chelsea Feb 28 Robins & Co, Victoria Embankment 
Curtis, Rearaup, St George’s sq, Major-Gen Feb 26 Burch & Co, Spring gardens 
Drrwortn, Joszru, Blackburn FebS Easthams & Holme, Clitheroe 
Epwarps, Jos1an, Hornsey lane, Gent March 1 Cooper & Co, Birchin lane 
Exwis, Joux, Doncaster, Farmer April1l Yarkin & Co, Doncaster 
Farnenpen, Mary Ayn, Camberwell Feb 15 Cosedge, Camberwell green 
Raonar, Harry Autrrep, Stoke Newington, Traveller March 25 Godfrey & Web 
Hitt, De va April1 Walker, York 
Houmes, Josern, Lincoln, Gent March10 Burton & Co, Lincoln 
Jay, Lovursa, Florence Feb 20 Coulson, Leadenhall st 
Joriina, Ex1zanera Ganon, Kensington Mari Shepheards & Bird, Kensington 
Keur, Jouy, Battersea, Labourer Feb 28 Moodie & Co, Basinghall avenue 
Kitcersy, Frepericx, Leeds, Woollen Merchant Mar 15 Wilkinson & Garland, Leeds 
Lawsoy, James, Peckham, Gent Mari Glynes, Mark lane 
Lez, Joux Duyxty, Belvedere Park Mari Webb & Co, Argyll st 
Lovaneane, Arruur Wexuiyeroy, Nottingham, Gent Mar 20 Dowson & Wright, Not- 


Luwp, Jane, Kirkham Feb 28 Banks & Co, Preston 

Moorr, Georoz, Doncaster, Furniture Broker Aprili Parkin & Co, Doncaster 
Muovrorp, James, Retford, Rope Manufacturer March 25 Howe, Sheffield 

Norra, Gzoraz, Selly Pk, Esq March4 Tarleton & Butlin, Birmingham 

Oaxuey, Witi1am, Walsall, Miller Feb 1 Mobberley, Stourbridge 

Onrorv, Hon Horario Wittiam, Earl of, Cavendish sq March 8 Burzsh & Co, Spring 


Pom, Wituiam Faepenricx, Manchester, Machinist Feb 23 Ponsonby & Carlile, 
Pripsam, Gurxy, Gray’s inn, Solicitor March 10 Pridham, Plymouth 
Reeve, Evizavers, Hardwick Feb 28 Goodchild, Norwich 


Rocerson, Rev Joux, Newport, Salop Feb 23 Banks & Co, Preston 
Rour, Deensze Saper Cuarces, Newcastle upon Tyne, Merchant March 11 Wilkinson 


Savace, Rev Waste, Duneae. 25 Rooke & Coker, Bath 
Scane.t, Mary, Liverpool Feb 25 Watts & Carr, Liverpool 

Seacen, Cuances Heney, Stevenage,Gent Feb 15 Hawkins & Co, Hitchen 
Sicxes, Mary Ann, New Windsor Feb 25 Cecil Durant, Windsor 
Surrn, Hewny, Gedling, Notts, Estate Agent Feb2i Sp2ed & Harv_y, 
Suitn, Jeanne, Dover March9 Sism2y & Sismey, Serjeants’ inn 
Surru, Roperr, Lombard st, Esq Marchi Freshfields & Williams, Bank bldgs 
Srewart, Mary, Leyland March 1 Brownlow, Bolton le Moors 

Sraeet, Euma, Exeter March 1 Dunn, Exeter 


Nottingham 
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aay, oe o— James Sauxpens, Plymouth, Cabinet Maker February 23 Gidley & Son, | 


Tee tes ice, York Feb21 EJ & A Peters, York 
Tranmen, Ropenr, York, Gent Feb21 EJ & A Peters, York 
Tunyex, Joun, Liverpool, Team Owner Feb 28 Hill & Sons, Ormskirk 


Verney, Witttam Hevry Avsert, Stow on the Wold, Veterinary Surgeon Feb 28 
Francis & Son, Stow on the Wold 
Vickers, Bexsauin'Joux, Oxford st Feb 22 Foster, Gray’s inn 


Wapsworrn, Saran, Bath March 30 Chesterman, Bath 
Wauiace, Wituiam Henny, York, Baker March 5 Brown & Elmhirst, York 
Wares, Bexsaminx, Esq, Newcastle upon Tyne March 21 Joel & Parsons, Newcastle 


visa Many, Upper Norwood Feb 28 Young & Sons, Mark lane 
March 1 


u 
Wesnben, 


Worrixpex, Tuomas Wiiiiam, Bovey Tracey, Licensed Victualler Clapp, 


‘Woopsay, Cuartes Coresroox, Sydenham, Gent Feb 26 Jessop, Godliman st 
Younc,Mary Any, Southampton Feb25 Tylee & Mortimer, Romsey 


London Gazette.—Turspay, Jan. 29. 
Banxon, Enna, Garford st Feb 25 Baylis & Pearce, Old Jewry 
Banoegr, Susawnan Many, Cambridge Marl Young, Cambridge 
Banwanp, Jou, 8t Albans, Photographer Mar9 Beal, St Albans 
Bracktock, Josrra, Newcastle upon Tyne, Solicitor Mar 18 Ward, Newcastle upon Tyne 
Seren, Cuartes Fenton Fvietrcuer, Pall Mall, Vice Admiral Mar 1 How & Son, 


Broapy, — Stretford, Provision Merchant Ma:ch 13 Farrar & Co, Manchester 

Burrerworts, Tuomas, Manchester, Gent Feb 28 Boddington & Ball, Manchester 

Caxspg.u, Janz, Stockwell rd Feb 29 Harris, Leadenhall st 

Cariyie, Mary, Carlisle Feb 25 Sewell, Carlisle 

Caner, Jous Ricnarp, Oxford, Gent March4 Emmet & Co, Bloomsbury sq 

Curttoys, Hexay > iaaaamee Merrow, nr Guildford, Esq March 12 Burton & Co, Victoria 
Embankmen: 


Conve, Josern, tenn Gent Feb 26 Double, Jewin cres 

Day, Henny, Maida Hill Feb 28 Matthews, Bush lane 

Duxsino, Tuomas, Sydling Saint Nicholas, Dorset, Esq 
chester 


Feb 28 Andrews & Co, Dor- 


Gasrrynss, Gerorce Sym, Addiscombe, retired Bank Clerk March 1 King & Co, Q 
Victoria 


st 
| Garensy, Axng, Ely March9 Archer & Son, Ely 


Gicpert, Georar, Stroud Green, Boot Maker March 22 King & Burrell, Cheapside 
Harmen, Witt1am, South Norwood, Gent March1 Janson & Co, Finsbury circus 


| Hitt, Ewtry Exvizanera, Stroud Feb 23s Winterbotham & Sons, Stroui 


Hopees, Tuomas Witwiam, Dalston, Gent Feb23 Crossfield & Co, Hackney rl 
Hout, Aysiz, Birmingham April6é Hooper & Ryland, Birmingham 


Hompnreys, Antave Eowarp Lion, Forden, Esq Feb 14 Harrison & Winnal, Welsh. — 


poo: 
Incierie.p, Sir Eowarp Avaevystus, South Kensington, Admiral March 13 Foyer & 
Hordern, Essex st 
Hanes, Jouaxy Gorriies Tuxopore, Gateshead on Tyne, Mecchant Forthwith Hodge 
& Co, Newcastle upon Tyne 
Leverrox, Mania, Nottingham Marchi Day, Nottingham 


Lewis, Rev Geoncer, Liverpool March1 Lewis, Ilfracombe 

May, Nancy Eviza Avy, Liscard Feb 23 Wilks, jun, Deal 

a 0, Joseru, Goswell rd, Oilstone Merchant March2 Bridger & Freeman, 
Morais, bens re Frach Hadham Mar25 Gayton & Hare, Much Hatham 

Nicnotsoy, Wittiams, Greenwich, Doctor Marl Saw & Son, Queen Victoria st 


| Nuxnevey, Lypia, Leeds Feb 28 Nelson & Co, Leeds 


Picov, Emma, Wyke Regis March 9 Andrews & Co, Weymouth 
Preston, Hervey, Cambridge, Yeoman Mar 23 Whitehead & Son, Cambridge 
oneness, Witiiam Henny, Huddersfield, Yarn Spinner March 2 Learoyd & Co, 


| Sintem, Freperick, Earl’s Court, Stockbroker March 31 Trinder & Capron, Cornhill 


Srasier, Geoncs Cunistorner, Stockton on Tees, Farmer March 14 Archer & Parkin, 
tockton on Tees 
Srewart, Wititam, Handley, Gent March 1 Rudd, Liverpool 


Wetts, Haive, York March 1 Holtby & Proctor, York 


Warre, Sarau Any, Kenton March1 Gibson, Newcastle upon Tyne 
| Wurre, Rovert, Brighton, Esq Aprilé G& F East, Basinghall st 


Wituiams, Mary Dorotray, Denbigh March9 Edwards & Co, Denbigh 
Wiuu1s, Gzores, Liverpool, Jeweller March 12 Mason & Co, Liverpool 








BANKRUPTCY NOTICES, 


London Gazette.—Farivay, Jan. 25. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. Ord Jan 21 


Atssor, Ratru Watson, Hartlepool, Watchmaker Sun- 
‘ deriand Pet Jan 19 Ord Jan 10 a 
ALLARD, WiiL1AM, Farnboro Carriage Builder Croy- 
don "Pet Jan 22 Ord Jan 22” sheared 
Banyes, Jonn Witttam Warsoyn, Suniuiand, Dairyman 
m ert, Pet a 1s Ord "Boar 
ABRETT. reyshott es house Keeper 
Guildford Bet Jan 2° Ord aa 
Berstry, Tomas Birmingham, ‘Lamp Manufacturer 
Bet Jan 21. Ord Jan 2 
Barturanp, Lewis, Commercial = Cabinet Maker High 
Court Pet Jan 23 Ord Jan 2: 
Baows, i ae “a Saddler Scarborough Pet Pet Jani9 Ord Jan 1 
an 22 
ae. Freperickx ae sueethem, Baker Wandsworth Wage, Manne Wanneuor, 
Pet Jan21 Ord Jan 
Guage 7) Pirmingham, Oilman Birmingham Pet 
‘an 


Pet Jan 22 Ord Jan 22 


Jan 21 Ord Jan 21 
diff Pet Jan2i Ord Jan 


Pet Jan19 Ord Jan19 


rd Jan 23 Warson, Epwiy Henry, Kenni 


Craytox, Tuomas, Halifax, Builder Halifax Pet Jan 21 
Ord Jan 


1 
Daven oa pi Strand, Hatter High Court Pet Nov Jani4 Ord Jan 21 


Devs, Witu1aM, Barnstaple, Innkeeper Barnstaple Pet 

Jan 22 Ord Jan 22 = 
Nottingham Tet 
Bowsene, Seaaenton, Cardiff, Baker Cardiff Pet Jan 21 


Fisuer, Wisttass Henry, Mirfield, Yorks, Gardener 
Dews' Pet Jan 17 Ord Jan 17 

Gaerex, Tuomas Jounx, Newcastle on Tyne, raoeets or 
Newcastle on Tyne Pet Jan 21 Ord Jan 2 

Gairvirus, Hesry, Cardiff, Licensed Victuallor Cardiff 
Pet Jan15 Ord Jan 18 

Grorrman, Leoxarp Gurney, Endell st, Ironmonger 

Court Pet Jan 22 Ord Jan 22 

Hopes, Tuomas, and Frank Jeu.ixas, Southport, Cement | pe,y, 
Manufacturers Wigan PetJan2i Ord Jan 21 

oy Licensed Victualler Barnsley 


an 
Dersy, Tuomas, Nottingham, Baker r 
are es Ont’ Jan as Pet Jan 23 Ord Jan 23 


High’ Court Rec O; 


ruptcy bldgs, Carey st 


James Caves, Bro 


Juanxnes, 5 er 

Pet Ji Ord Jan % 

Jon Lone ey ~ lien, Provision Dealer 
‘an 23 o an 23 

Joupax, Joux, Nottingham, Draper Nottingham Pet Davtt, Bankrupte bids, 


on 83 Ord Jan atil Off R 
~~ ys finger st, Brass Finisher High Court Pet | pick, Jamzs, Old 
nty 


Le conan Wr 1AM Kemp, p Saigon, Bakers 
"Birmingham Pet Jan5 Ord J 

Ke.sty, Eowix Hosson, Blackpool, or Dealer Preston 
Pet Jan10 Ord Jan 21 

mn Wituiam, Merthyr Tydfil, General Haulier 
Merthyr Tydfil Pet Jan 23 Ord Jan 23 


Townhall chmbrs, Halifax 


ruptcy bldgs, Carey st 


Norton, Joun Hamasy, Bradford, Plumber 
Reev, Auice, Swansea, Fruiterer 
Sanppacn, Witiiam, Crewe, Fruiterer 
Simu«ins, Jonn Farrow, peer pias Glam, Grocer Car- 


Sutrcuirre, Featuer, dy ‘Yorks, Auctioneer Brad- 

ford Pet Jan 22 Ord Jan : 32 
| Torxniges, Groner, Harlesden, Conminien Agent High 

Court Pet Jan23 Ord Jan 23 

Towssenp, Ricuarp, Portsea, —— Victualler Ports- 
mouth Pet Jan19 Ord ‘Jan 1 

Trueman, Atpert Epwarp, Chatham, 
Rochester Pet Jan 22 Ord Jan 22 

Watsu, Joun Anprew, Lasts, Provision Merchant Leeds | 


Wisbech, Merchant King’s 
Lynn PetJan 22 Ord Jan 22 
Waster, Cuarzes, Brierley hill, Haulier 


High Court Pet Jan 23 Ord Jan 23 
Wess, Axpsew Wii.iam, Warmley, Builder Bristol Pet 


Werner, Huco, Gray’s inn rd, ~~ eees Agent High 
Court Pet Jan 22 Ord Jan 
Wicaix, Witt1am Taomas, Shifnal, Salop, Grocer Madeley 


ORDER RESCINDING RECEIVING ORDER. 


Cameron, H. A., Ashley gdns, Victoria st, Lieutenant, R.E. 
May 24, 1894 Rese Jan 21, 1895 


FIRST MEETINGS. 
Atay, James, Kentish = Gent Feb1 at2.30 Bank- 


Bartiert, Epwin , = ind Southend, Coal Merchant Feb don 
lat 12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

stairs, Plumber Feb 1 at 12 
Off Ree, 73, Castle st, Canterbury 

Ctayrox, Tuomas, Halifax, Builder Feb2at11 Off Rec, 


Cork, WitiiaM Henry, 8t cae Wood, Grocer Feb 1 at 
AW. ower. Tipton, General Dealer Feb 1 


gy SP Victualler Feb 6 at 2 (17 Ord Jan 2 
Court, West Bromwich 
Fistigr, WittiuaM Henry, Mirfield, Gardener Feb1 at 3 
Off Rec, Bank chmbrs, Batl 
Graves, Tuomas Henuy, Tenbury, Farmer 
Lion Hotel, Kidderminster 
Husrter, Devereux, Bloomsbury Feb 1 at 12 Bank- 


Bradford | Pace, Roserr aienee, East Dulwich, Engineer Feb4 
at 11 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 
Swansea Pet Jan 21 | Parker, Tuomas Barriett, Norwich, Baker Feb 2 at 
12.30 Off Rec, 8, King st, Norwich 
Nantwich Pet | Perrerec., WitviaM, Shepherd's Bush, Wesleyan Minister 

Feb 5 at 2.30 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Perry, Joun, and Joun Daviss, Bargoed, Grocers Feb 4 
at’3 Off Rec, 65, wae st, Merthyr Tydfil 

Rogsuck, Caaries, Wi efield, Tailor Feb lat 11 OF 
Rec, Bond trree, Wakefield 

Sxetroy, James Ropert, New Sleaford, Builder Feb 11 at 
12 Off Ree, 48, High st, Boston 

ome H, Henry Arnon, Brizenorton, Baker Feb 2 at 12 

Acting Off Rec, Oxford 

Surcuirrs, Henperr, Horsforth, Cart Driver Feb 1 at 12 
Off Rec, 22, Park row, Leeds 

Srevens, Arruur Srewart Hamitroys, Chiswick, Gent 
Feb4at2.30 Bankruptcy bldgs, C ‘are y st 

Taytor, Faanxiin Taomas, Sheftie’d, Provision Merchan’ 
Feb 1 at3 Off Rec, Figtree lane, Sheffield 

Tvunxer, Georct, Horsham, Cabinet Maker 
The King’s Head Hotel, Horsham 

Uxperwoop, Row.anp Serrimus, Aldershot, Grocer Feb 
lati2 24, Railway app, London Bridge 

Vincrz, Joux Orviss Sotomoy, Ely, Coachbuilder Feb 6 at 
12 OF Rec, 5, Petty Cury, Cambridge 

Warrs, Jous Bexsamiy, ~ Grocer Feblatil OF 
Ree, 22, Park row, L 

Way, Joux Win.1am, Newport IW, Miller Feb 2ati2 
19, Quay st, Ne 

Witmor, Herbert niER, Manchester, Potato Salesman 
Feb lat3 Ogden’s chmbrs, Bridge st, Manchester 

Wuicnt, Josgrn, Leake, Potato Dealer Feb? ati2 Of 
Rec, 48, High et, Boston 


ADJUDICATIONS. 


Bauvagp, WILiiAM, Paben. Carriage Builder Croy- 

Pet Jan 22 Ord Jan 

Bangerr, Raves, Jermyn st, Hotel Proprietor Hizh Court 
Pet Nov 17 Ord Jan 23 

Brooke, Georce, Leadenhall Market, Petter Salesm.a 

gh Court. Pet Dec17 Ord Jan 2 

Beewae Wiu1am, Scarborough, Seddler. Scarborough Pet 
Jan 22 Ord Jan 22 

Carey st | Bryant, Henry, 8t cl Glos, Grocer Bristol Pet 
Jan 17 Ord Jan 

Comes a Wititam, Upton Pk, Builder High Court Pet 


Halifax 


Beer Retailer 


Stourb: idge Feb 5 at2 


m Oval, Tea Traveller 


aiieme rox, Tuomas, italia, Joiner and Builler 
et Jan 21 Ord Jan 21 
ey Cooxs, Caan.tes Morais, and Joun Harvey Coney, Cole- 
Feb lat 1.20 man st, Builders High Court Pet Nov 14 Ord 
Jan 23 
Cox, Gzorcr Tuomas, South Eaton pl, Horsedealer Hizh 
Court Pet Augs Ord Jan 


23 
MacCuttocn, Roverr Canvpete, Buckingham, School- | —_ aidenhead, Concert Hall Proprietor Feb 1 at 12 | Davis, 1-4 H, Victoria st High Court Pet Nov 1 Od 
Bani Pet Jan 22 Ord Jan 2: ff Rec, 95, Temple chmbrs, Temple avenue Jan 2 

Manxs, Bexyamiy, Victoria Dock rd, China Seader High | Ju a Mary Ann Exizasera, ag ry Tobacconist | Detve, ae Barnstaple, Innkeeper Barnstaple Pet 
Court Pet Dec17 Ord Jan 23 Feb 1 at 12.30 24, Railway app, London Bridge Jan 22 Ord Jan 22 ; 

Mantis, Franx, Poole, Photographer Poole Pet Jan 21 | Metior, Samu EL, Manchester, Commission Agent Feb | Dzary, ge Nottingham, Baker Nottingham Pet 
Ord Jan ea 4at3 Ogden’s chmbrs, Bridge st, Manchester Jan 22 Ord Jan 22 

Manztin, Hexny, Poole, Fish Factor Poole Pet Jan 19 | Micuetsoy, Leorotp, Shaftesbury avenue, Wine Merchant | Drake, Son Simson, Peckham J a Stockbroker High 

Jan 19 Feb 5 at 12 ptey bldgs, Carey st Court Pet Dec6 Ord Jan 2 


Metron, Samvurt Sosaae, Richmond Wandsworth Pet 
Dec 21 Ord Jan 


Mi.ts, Grorce, Hinckley, Coal Merchant Leicester Pet 
Jan21 Ord Jan 21 


16, Wood st, Bolto: 
Ree, 8, King st, Norwic 


Mippietox, WILLIAM, Bolton, Auctioneer Feb 1 at 10.30 
Mott, Roserr, Norwich, » Nea an Feb 2 


Eow 7 >= \ iooome Cardiff, Beker Cardiff Pet Jan 21 
Or 
Fisuer, Wades Bosse, Mirfield, Gardener Dewsbury 


{12 Off 
" Pet Jan 1d Ord Jan 2 
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Poole 


10 Ord Jan 23 
Auctioneer 
Houpex, Tuomas, and Frayx Jeuuines, A 
Cemen 
Pet Jan 21 Ord Jan 22 
Jones, Wi11Am Artaur, Llangollen, Provision Dealer 
an 23 Ord Jan 23 
Maxrtix. Henny, Poole, Fish Factor 
Green, Builders High Court Pet Nov24 ‘Ord Jan 23 
Norrox, Joun Hampy, Eccleshill, Yorks, Painter Brad- 
Sept 3 Ord Jan 21 
Leicester Pet Nov 26 
Porrer, Tuomas, 


Graves, Toomas Henry, Tenbury, Farmer Kidderminster 
Pet Jan 
Gaeex, Tuomas Jonx, Newcastle on q 
Newcastle on Tyne Pet Jvan2i Ord Jan 21 
af tee ~ 
t Manufacturers Wigan Pet 21 rd 
Jan —¥ 
Jexnines, Exocn, Barnsley, Licensed Victualler Barnsley 
Jones, Hezextan R, Merthyr Tydfil, Grocer Merthyr 
Tydfil PetJan4 Ord Jan 22 
Wrexham Pet Jani9 Ord Jan 23 
Jorvayx, Joux, Nottingham, Draper Nottingham Pet 
J 
Manns, Jonn, Hoole, Railway Guard Chester Pet Jan 
17 Ord Jan 23 
Pet Jan 19 
Ord Jan 19 
Martix, Wiriuiam Aurrep, and Tom Vartow, Willesden 
Micue sox, Leoroiv, Shaftesbury avenue, Wine Merchant 
High Court Pet Jan19 Ord Jan 22 
furd Pet Jan 22 Ord Jan 22 
OswA.p, Epwarp Hearn, Eltham, Gent Greenwich Pet 
Priant, Atrrep, Leicester, Joiner 
Ord Dee 15 
Ord Jan 21 
Reev, Auice, Swansea, Fruiterer Swansea Pet Jan 21 
Ord Jan 21 


Bristol, Eutcher Bristol Pet Jan 18 


Sinxins, Joun Fatiow, Barry Dock, Glam, Grocer Cardiff 
Pet Jan 21 Ord Jan 21 

Townsend, Ricuarp, Portsea, Licensed Victualler Ports- 
mouth Pet Jan 18 Ord Jan 19 

Trueman, A.sert Epwarp, Chatham, Beer Retailer 
Rochester Pet Jan 22 Ord Jan 22 

Tonges, “ Horsham, Cabinet Maker Brighton Pet 

Jan 1 rd Jan 23 

WaAtsa, Bh ANDREW, : Provision Merchant Leeds 
Pet Jan 19 Ord Jan 1 

Warp, Harry Wasatuete, om Merchant King’s 
Lynn Pet Jan 21 Ord Jan 2 

Was.ey, Cuarves, Brierley Hill, , ae Keeper Stour- 
bridge Pet Jani9 Ord Jan 19 

Wenner, Huco, Gray’s inn rd, Commission Agent High 
Court PetJan 22 Ord Jan 22 

Woop, Martix Harvey Govurrer, Bath, Printer Bath 
Pet Jan2 Ord Jan 23 

The following amended notice is substituted for that pub- 
lished in the London Gazette of the 18th Jan. :— 

Awperson, Arraur, South Norwood, Commercial Traveller 
Croydon Pet Jani0 Ord Jan 14 


ADJUDICATION ANNULLED. 


Sopexy, Epwarp, Dudley, Worcs, Licensed Victualler 
Dudley Adjud Sept 11,1894 Annul Jan 22, 1895 


London Gazette.—Tunsvay, Jan. 29. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


Auiex, Avice, Bristol, Lodging house Keeper 
Pet Jan 24 Ord Jan 2 

Baixes, Cuaries Henry, ‘Endell st, Traveller High Court 
Pet Jan 26 Ord Jan 26 

Baiziey, Juuia Louisa, Bich Barnet, Boot Dealer Barnet 
Pet Jan 25 Ord Jan 2: 

Basticxk, Henry areas. —— Innkeeper Col- 
chester Pet Jan 25 Ord Jan 

<-> bt sas Goal Merchant Guildford Pet Jan19 


an 
Biacxman, Witi1am, Chatham, Tobacconist Rochester 
Pet Jan 25 Ord Jan 25 
ees => Swansea, Ironmonger Swansea Pet 
ao - 


an 23 
Sores, Sa ® Reading, Carpenter Reading Pet Jan 
CaRLess, oe om. am, ees Merchant Birming- 
ham PetJan3 Ord 


Coover, Emanugy Ricnarp, Tadcaster, Farmer York Pet 
Jan 26 Ord Jan 25 


Davizs, Arruur, Newcastle under Lyme, Licensed Victu- 


Bristol 


er Hanky PetJani4 Ord Jan 
Dement, Rosert, Chard, Farmer Taunton Pet Jan 8 
Ord Jan 26 


Dover, Harry Apo.pnus, Dorchester, Baker Dorchester 
Pet Jan 25 Ord Jan 25 

Dowson, Gores, Guisborough, Contractor Stockton on 
Tees Pet Jan5 Ord Jan 23 

moms, Bopert Sarees, Ironmonger Birkenhead Pet 
Jan 25 Ord Jan 

ELesmersg, Sesten yoo Dalston, Grocer High 
Court Pet Jan 26 Ord Jan 26 

Exuis, yg Bunwell, Sooner Norwich Pct Jan 26 


Ord 
Forrest, — "Kendal Pet Jani0 Ord Jan 26 


Fox, Rozert, Walthamstow, Poulterer High Court Pet 
Jan 26 Ord Jan 26 

Ganwoop, Bexsamin Wittiam, Clacton on Sea, Builder 
Colchester Pet Jan 26 Ord Jan 26 

Haze, Henry, Allesley, Warwick, Farmer Coven’ 
Pet Jan25 Ord Jan % . 

Hovasoy, Henry, Leeds, Photographer Leeds Pet Jan 
25 Ord Jan 25 

Ho.pixe, Tuomas, Torquay, Tailor Exeter Pet Jan 26 

rd Jan 26 
Hore-Hoskins, Heiewa, High Holborn, . Aaveiing Agent 
Court Pet Jan 26 Ord Jan 26 

Hower, Cuaries Jonny, Lincolu’s inn, Solicitor High Court 

Pét Jan 26 Ord Jan 25 


Hustist, Grorer, Coleford New Mon Pet Jan 19 
Ord Jan 19 ” ” 





— a Bangor Pet Jan 
an 
eNO an High Court Pet Dec 22 


JosErH, — Gracechurch st, Company Promoter 
High Court Pet Dec2i Ord Jan 25 
Wheelwright Gt Yar- 


Liyewoop, Cuarues, Lowestoft, 
mouth Pet Jan 25 Ord Jan 25 

McAvsiayp, Heyry Avexanver Stuart, Bristol Bristol 
Pet Jan 10 Ord Jan 24 

Mixes, on eae # nen, & Sheffield, Engineer Sheffield Pet 

an 2 

Moon, Harry, Guiseley, Cleth Dealer Leeds Pet Jan 25 
Ord Jan 25 

aay ~~, Janus, Penzance, Fish Merchant Truro Pet 

Jan 25 Ord Jan 26 

Putrrs, Josern, Darlaston, Baker Walsall Pet Jan 11 
Ord Jan 24 

Poouiey, Ricasarp Caar.es Sam, Falmouth, Physician 
Truro Pet Jan24 Ord J; 


Raper, Rippixe James, aiddichan, Butcher Northallerton 
Pet Jan 23 Ord Jan 

Rapport, Isaac, Spitalfields, Hosier High Court Pet 
Jan 26 Ord Jan 26 

Rosinson, WALTER, | Boot Manufacturer High 
Court Pet Jan 25 Ord Jan 25 


Ror, Ricnarp, Rattlesden, Beerhouse Keeper Bury St 
Edmunds Pet Jan25 Ord Jan 25 


Surrn, Avsert, Bradford, Manager Bradford Pet Jan 23 
Ord Jan 23 

Saurrn, Jouw Epwarp, Caledonian rd, saree Victualler 

h Court Pet Jan 4 ona Jan's 

Surra, Joun Tuomas, Nottingham, Ate Nottingham 
Pet Jan 25 Ord Jan 25 

Sorre.t, Joseen, Tendring, Farmer Colchester Pet Jan 
26 Ord Jan 26 

Sranpen, Bernagv, 8t James’s High Court Pet Jani 
Ord Jan 24 

Tess, Rosert, Kingston upon mee, cnet Kingston 

upon Hull Pet Jan24 Ord Jan 

Tuaywissen, F, Budge row, coumieoe. a High Court 
Pet Oct 29° Ord Jan 24 

piv eek W H, Upper Tooting Wandsworth Pet Jan 2 


Trpson, Re ae Caries, Bunhill row, Picture Mount 
Maker High Court Pet Jan 25 Ord Jan 25 

Trouscer, Tuomas Cuaries, Shrewsbury Shrewsbury 
Pet Jan 26 Ord Jan 26 

Warp, Mary, Fleet st, Newsagent High Court Pet Jan 
12 Ord Jan 24 

Wuirenovuss, Henry, Dudley, Licensed Victualler Dudley 


Pet Jan 24 Ord Jan 24 
WILKINSON | ne York, Law Stationer York Pet Jan 
26 26 


Younc, Fraxx Broaproot, South Kensington, Builder 
High Court PetJan9 Ord Jan 24 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


Auusorr, Ratrn Warson, Hartlepool, Watchmaker Feb 5 
at 3.30 Off Rec, 25, John st, Sunderland 


Buackman, Wittiam, Chatham, Newsagent Feb 11 at 12 
0 Rochester 


Rec, 149, h rs! 
eq i ie Farmer Feb 6 at 3 Off 


Temple PR Temple avenue, E.U. 
iianaee Frank Henry, Notti —— Ney Cutter 
Feb 5 at 12 Uff Rec, 8t Peter’s Church walk, Notting- 


ham 

Coorer, Emumanugt Ricnarp, Spofforth, Yorks, Farmer 
Feb 11 at 12.30 Off Kee, 28, tonegato, York 

Day, Wituiam Hewry Sitvester, St Helens, Veterinary 
8 Feb 6 at3 Off Rec, 35, Victoria st, Liver- 
poo! 

Deve, Wi.1am, Barnstaple, Innkeeper Feb 5 at 11 
Sanders & Son, Hi sta 

Epwanrpa, JonaTHay, Flint, Wheelwright Feb 5 
at 10.30 Crypt chmb tone 

Farrsrvut, James Barton, Fenchurch st, Colour Merchant 
Feb 6 at 11 ee ptcy 7 Sides, Dare y st 

a, oe b5at12 Bankruptcy 

Fow er, wo an SS Gt ew tt atieoes Feb 6 at 
10.45 Off Rec, 15, Os pees 3, OS Sane iby 

Faosr, Joszru Cuaries, Herne Feb 5 at 2.30 Bank- 
ru; 

Gissox, Henry Tuomas Larrp, West Hartlepool, Iron- 
mong: Feb 5 at 2.30 Off Rec, 25, apy 

Gi, My ony en Auctioneer Feb12at11 Off Rec, 
29, st, Cardiff 

Gine «Rk, aber Tuor.ey, Kensal Rise, Pork Butcher Feb 

Bankru bl 


oat ll ipicy st 
Gairritus, Henay, Cardiff, Victualler Feb 7 at 
11 Off Ree, 29, Queen 


st, Cardiff 
Haze., Henny, Allesley, Farmer Feb 6 atill Off Ree, 
urd st, Coventry 
Haze, Wee Geonox, West Tarring, Fruit Grower 
Feb 6 at 2.30 Melviil Sees, Sane 5 rd, Wo 
Hopesox, Frank Meereyiers, orth on Tees, Joiner 
Feb 6 at 3 Off Ree, 8, Albert rd, Middlesbo: 


rough 

Hopesoxs, Wittiam Ciarnam, Leeds, Builder Feb 6 at 11 
Otf Rec, 22, Park row, 

Howvixe, Tuomas, Torquay, Tailor Feb 9at 10 13, Bed- 
ford Exeter 


circus, 
Hovss, Fraaxcis Tuomas, Norwood, Commercial Traveller | 
Keb 5at11.30 24, Railway app, London Bridge 
J ENNINGS, Soom. Barnsley, Licensed Victualler Feb 5 at 
11.30 Off Rec, 3, Back ag | 
Joma, Hazekian Rocsa, r Tydfil, Grocer Feb 6 
Off Rec, 65, High st, yr Tydiil 


Sink gp Or te Singer st, Brass Finisher Feb 7 at 11 
Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 
lone, ee ee Cattle Dealer Feb 7 at 11 Off 


Senter ees eam, Sowpet, en 
Lumizy, Tuomas, Norton, Gardener Feb6 at3 Off Rec, 
8, Albert rd, Middlesborough 





eae 1 i Feb 7 
_ 7 Feb 5 at 10.45 


a Rag <4 
ret Rint. oie Feb 5at3 Off Rec, 1, 


Movzox, ay Fish Merchant Feb 5 at 12.30 
Off Rec, Boscawen st, 
N Maver Assam, Haan on Goo, Gack Feb 18 at 12 


Norroy, Joux BY, Plumber Feb Sat il 
Off Ree, 8 Si, 


Manor row, Bradford 
oe Tuomas Grace, ee | =~ Feb 6 at lv 
Off Rec, Bank chmbrs, Corn st, 
Paice, Tuomas, Newport, Mon, Feb 7 at 11.30 
“Ol Ree, ug, Norport, Mon, Her | Yoh 1 
Simmonps, James, Salisbury, Ironmonger Feb6éat3 Off 


Manager Feb ilatil Off Reo, 


Taunt, Henry Wii11am, Oxford, Artist Feb 9 at 3 Acting 
Off Rec, 1, St Al Oxford 


James, Oldham, Victualler Feb 5 at 11 
Bank chmbrs, Queen st, Oldham 


Saypers, Jouw Wiiitam, Gt Pay wind Builder Feb 6 at 1 
ft Rao, 15, Osborne st, Gt 
ILLIAM, ee. cowane 


rae Haney, Barnsley 


Sarrn, ALBERT, 
81, Manor row, 





TayLo 
On 


ScaMMELL, Homas ScAMMELL, 


Feb 5 at 11.15 
Hen, 8, Book a5 st, Barnsley 
Broun, eapert, Kensal Rise, Insurance Agent Feb 6 
weer ym Ha Auctioneer Feb 7 af 11 


ford 
Syxwnort, ALTER J, Norfolk st Feb Satil Bankruptcy 
Carey st 


Tuomas, Joun Owen, Criccieth, Innkeeper Feb 6 at 1.45 
ag Soo ee 
Baker Feb 5 at 11 Off 
s Church 
Tuorrs, Esty Ayniz, Gt , Grocer Feb 6 at 10.30 
Off Rec, 15, Osborne st 
Tizpmany, Franz, Old Kent rd, Grocer Feb 6 at 2.30 


st 
Portsea, Licensed Victualler Feb 12 
Tas basabelige Junction, High st, Porte- 


oa 
Trueman, Atpgrt Epwarp, Beer Retailer Feb 11 at 11.30 


THoroLp, Haney. 
Rec, St Peter’ 


eee Ricaa 
at 3 


Off Rec, 149, High st, Rochester 
Wasi, Cuan Hill, Haulier Feb 5 at 2.15 
bela eT m.1amM, Warmley, Builder Feb 6 at 


“ Bank chmbrs, Corn st, Bristol 
Wicary, Melg Pe p 8, Shifnal, Grocer Feb 6 at 2.30 
'* 


Wol 
WILKINsox, "Tuomas, ¥ Yorks Law Stationer Feb 7 at12.30 
Wirt, James, er Feb 5 at 12.30 Off 


Rec, Salisbury 
Ww ® , Ni 
ee A.ryrep, Newport, Mon, Ci phn gy Bey 


ADJUDICATIONS. 
A..sor, Ratra Warson, Hartlepool, Watchmaker Snn- 
““ferland Pet Jan 18 Ord Jan 23 
Asoose, Seam Brynmorgan, Glam Swansea Pet Jan 2 
Bayticx, Hexray Wii11am, , Innkeeper Ool- 
chester Pet Jan25 Ord Jan 25 
Banyes, Joux Wittiam Warson, Sunderland, Dairyman 
Sunderland Pet Dec 18 Ord Jan 23 
Biackmay, Witt Newsagent Rochester 
Pet Jan 25 Ord Jan 25 
ae | ype a Ironmonger Swansea Pet 
Sonn, Ss Reading, Carpenter Reading Pet Jan 
Cc. Fi Coal Merchant Birming- 
“"ham’ Pet Jan 3 Ord dan 2 
Cuarik, gy Birmingham, Fried Fish Salesman Bir- 
Jan 22 Jan 25 
am K, Southsea, Cycle Agent Portsmouth 
‘et Deo 24 ‘Ord Jan 24 
Coutison ¥ hf > wen Horfield, Builder Bristol Pet Jan 15 
a Haase Ricnarp, Farmer York Pet Jan 25 
Doves, pot Samzere | Dorchester, Baker Dorchester 
Pet Jan 25 Ord Jan 25 
Drayton, ay Baker Leicester Pet Nov 
Bunwell, Farmer Norwich Pet Jan 26 


Ord Jan 
ae an Walthamstow, Poulterer High Court Pet 


26 Ord Jan 
PB Bensamin Wins am, Clacton on Sea, Builder 
Colchester Pet Jan 26 Ord Jan 96 


Hae, -, Allesley, Farmer Coventry Pet Jan 25 


——— “Hewes, Armley Armley, Photographer Leeds Pet Jan 





Suen, Tuomas, Torquay, Tailor Exeter Pet Jan 26 
an 26 
Rows, Ges ioe oy Teteein, Cae High Court 


Pet Jan 25 
it Maidenhead, Hall Proprietor Windsor Pet 
hers 2 OrdJan 23 
Jones, a, Borage, Ceanarwen, Sheanene Bangor Pet Jan 
Kurs, Ronen, Singer a, Bras Pinar High Court Pet 
Wituiam, and Wit11am Kemp, Birmingham, Bakers 
Lag Ord Jan 24 
Wheelwright Gt Yar- 


—a en, Le Cea tenes 








3 Feb. 2, 1895. 





Sheffield Pet 
Ord Jan 24 

Mi.s, Groroe, Hinckley, Coul Merchant 
Jan 21 Ord Jan 25 


Moow, Harry, Guiseley, Traveller Leeds Pet Jan 25 Ord | 
Jan 25 


Mives, Hexry James, Sheffield, Engineer 
Dec 22 


Pet 


Leicester 


Movzox, James, Penzance, Fish Merchant Truro Pet 
Jan 24 Ord Jan 26 

Neve, Hewry Atrrev, Bexhill, Clerk Hastings 
16 Ord Jan 26 

Pooney, Ricuarp Cuartes Mason, Falmouth, Physician 
Truro Pet Jan 24 Ord Jan 24 

Rarer, Rivp.e James, Middleham, Butcher Northallerton 
Pet Jan 23 Ord Jan 23 

Ronstnsox, Water, Hackney, Boot Manufacturer 
Court Pet Jan 25 Ord Jan 25 

Rox, Ricnarp, Rattlesden, Beerhouse Keeper 
Edmunds Pet Jan 25 Ord Jan 25 

Sanppacn, Wititam, Crewe, Fruiterer 
Crewe Pet Jan21 Ord Jan 24 

Sircock, Hrxerrr, Leicester, Glass Dealer Leicester Pet 
Dee 15 Ord Jan 12 

Sarrn, Apert, Bradford, Manager 
Ord Jan 23 

Suita, Jouxn Tuomas, Nottingbam, Grocer 
Pet Jan 25 Ord Jan 25 

Sro.iery, Heavent, Kensal Rise, Insurance Agent 
Court Pet Dee 28 Ord Jan 21 

Tesv, Ropnerr, Kingston upon Hull, Grocer 
upon Hull Pet Jan 24 Ord Jan 24 

Tuomas, Jonx Owes, Criccieth, Innkeeper 
Pet Jan4 Ord Jan 25 

Tisrsox, Eowarp Cuaries, Bunbill row, Picture Mount 
Maker High Court Pet Jan 25 Ord Jan 25 

Torxnies, Geonar, Harlesden, Commission Agent 
Court Pet Jan 23 Ord Jan 2% ; 

Watson, Eowix Henry, Kennington Oval, Tea Traveller 
High Court Pet Jan23 Ord Jan 23 | 

Wuirruovsr, Henry, Dudley, Licensed Victualler Dudley 
Pet Jan 22 Ord Jan 24 

Wicars, Witttam Tuomas, Shifnal, Grocer Madeley Pet | 
Jan 23° Ord Jan 26 

Wixxixson, Tnowas, York, Law Stationer York Pet Jan 
26 Jan 26 

Wiuuixetos, G, Bankside High Court 
Jan 24 


Pet Jan 


High 
Bury 8t 
Nantwich and 
Bradford Pet Jan 23 
Nottingham | 
High 
Kingston 


Portmadoc 


High 


Pet Nov 21 Ord 


; Tues., March 19 


| Tues 


| days, in town 


| Debenham, Tewson, Farmer, & Bridgewater, Estate 
| Surveyors ,acd Valuers. 80, Cheapsice, London, E.C. Tele- 
| phone No 1.598 


| \ 


SALES BY AUCTION FOR THE YEAR 1895. 


\ ESSRS. DEBENHAM, TEWSON, 
4 FARMER, & BRIDGEWATER beg to announce 
that their SALES of ESTATES, Investments, Town, 
Suburban, and Country Houses, Business ises, 
Building Iand, Ground-Rents, Advowsons, Reversions, 
Stocks, Shares, and other Properties will be held at the 
AUCTION MART, Tokenhouse-yard, near the Bank of 
England, in the City of London, as follows :— 
Tues., Feb. 5 | Tues., April 30 Tues., July 23 
Tues., Feb. 19 Tues., May 7 Tues., July 30 
Tues., Feb. 26 Tues., May 14 Tues., Aug. 6 
Tues , March 5 Tues., May 21 | Tues., Aug. 13 
Tues , March 12 Tnes.,May28 | Tues., Aug. 20 
Tues.,Junelt |! Tues, Oct. 8 
Tues., March 26 Tues., June18 | Tues., Oct. 22 
, April 2 | 5 
, April 9 | 
-» April 23 


Tues., June 25 Tues., Nov. 5 
Tues., July 2 Tues., Nov. 19 
Tues,, July 9 Tues., Dec. 3 
Tues., July 16 
arrangement, auctions can also be held on other 
or country. Messrs. Debenham, Tewson, 
Farmer, & Bridgewater undertake Sales and Valuations 
for Probate and other purposes, of Furniture, Pictures, 
Farming Stock, Timber, &c. 
DETAILED LISTS OF INVESTMENTS, Estates, 
Sporting Quarters, Residences, Nhops, and Business 
mises to be Let or Sold by private contract are published on 
the Ist of each month, and can be obtained cf aa 
, 


Tues 
Tues 


By 


HOLBORN and LINCOLN’S-INN. 


| In the line of the projected new main thoroughfare between 


Holborn and the Strand.—A_ highly-important Freehold 
Estate, extending from Little Queen-street to Gate-street 
and Lincoln’s-inn-fields, comprising old-established shops 
and business premises, workshops, dwelling-houses, 
solicitors’ offices, &c., covering, in a compact form, the 
large superficial area of about 15,500 feet, with valuable 
and commanding frontages; chiefly let upon leases 
expiring from eight to twelve years hence at rents 
amounting in the aggregate to £963 per annum. Under 
the London County Council’s recent scheme part of the 
property is scheduled and would be absorbed by the pro- 
posed fine new road. x 

ESSRS. DEBENHAM, TEWSON, 
FARMER, & BRIDGEWATER (in conjunction with 
Messrs. DOWSETT, KNIGHT, & CO.) will SELL, at the 
MART, on TUESDAY, MARCH 5, at TWO, in One Lot, 
the important FREEHOLD ESTATE, embracing Nos. 24, 
25, 26, and 27, Little Queen-street, the whole of Twyford’s- 


| buildings, No. 1, Gate-street, and 70, Lincoln's inn-fields. 


SALE OF ENSUING WEEK. 


Feb. 7.— Messrs. H. E. Foster & Craxriztp, at the Mart, | 
E.C., at 2 o’clock, Absolute Reversions, Reversionary | 
Life Interest, Policies of Avsurance, Shares and Deb« n- 
tures in Assurance and Industrial Undertakings. 





All letters intended for publication in the 
“* Solicitors’ Journal” must 
by the name of the writer. 

Where difficulty is experienced in procuring the 
Journal with regularity, it is requested thot 
application be made direct to the Publisher. 


be authenticat d 


| The 
| exceptionally good investment, and it 


property under present circumstances offers an 
possesses an addi- 
tional prospective value as a future site for more important 
modern premises. 

Particulars of Messrs. Edell & Gordon, Solicitors, 4 
King-street, Cheapside; of Messrs. Dowsett, Knight, & 
Co., 3, Lincoln’s-inn-fields ; and of Messrs. nham, 


| Tewson, Farmer, & Bridgewater, 80, Cheapside. 


| \ 


| FEBRUARY 13th, at ONE for TWO o'clock, the valu- 


FREEHOLD GROUND RENT of £230 per annum. 
To TRUSTEES, CAPITALISTS, and Others. 

R. W. A. BLAKEMORE will SELL by 

AUCTION, at the MART, on WEDNESDAY, 


able FREEHOLD GROUND RENT of £230 per annum, 
amply secured upon the substantial and well-built premises 
known as Norfolk-buildings, Curtain-road, Shoreditch, 


| occupying an area of about 8,250 superficial feet, together 


with the reversion to the rack-rents. 
Particulars may be obtained of Francis Howse, Esq., 


| Solicitor, 3, Abchurch-yard, Cannon-street, E.C.; at the 


Subscription, PAYABLE IN ADVANCE, which in- 
cludes Indexes, Diyests, Statutes, and Post- 
age, 52s, WEEKLY REPORTER, in wrapper, 
268. ; by Post, 28s. Soticrrors’ JourNAL, | 
26s. Od. ; by Post, 28s. Od. Volwmes bound | 
at the office—cloth, 2s. 9d., halt law calf, | 
8. 6d. 





EDE AND SON, 


Ats® MAKERS. 


BY SPECIAL APPOINTMENT 


To Her Majesty, the Lord Chancellor, the Whole of tle 
Judicial Bench, Corporation of London, &c. 


ROBE 


ROBES FORK QUEEN’S COUNSEL AND BARRISTERS. 
SOLICITORS’ GOWNS. 


Law Wigs and Gowns for Registrars, Town | 
Clerks, and Clerks of the Peace. 


Corporation Robes, University and Clergy Gowns 
ESTABLISHED 1669. 


94, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON. 


| 
| 


|MESSRS. 


| of Fone and Stock, Collection of Rents, &c. 


| month, and can be had 
| post for two stamps. 


IN 


Mart; and of the Auctioneer, 6, Duke-street, Adelphi, 
W.c, 


STIMSON & SONS, 
Auctioneers, Surveyors, and Valuers, 
8, MOORGATE STREET, BANK, E.C., 
AND 
2, NEW KENT ROAD, 8.E. 
(Opposite the Elephant and Castle). 


A UGTICs SALES are held at the Mart, 
4 


Tokenhouse-yard, City, on the second and last 


| Thursdays in each month and on other days as occasion 


may require. 

STIMSON & SONS undertake SALES and LETTINGS 
by PRIVATE TREATY, Valuations, Surveys, Negotiation 
of Mo ges, Receiverships in Chancery, Sales by oe 

arate 
printed Lists of House Property, Ground-Rents for Sale, 
and Houses, &c., to be Let, are issued on the ist of each 
le on —— or free by 

c charge for insertion. Tele- 
graphic address, ‘‘ Servabo, London.” eres 

AUCTION SALES. 

ESSRS. FIELD & SONS’ AUCTIONS 

take place MONTHLY, at the MART, and include 
every description of House Property Printed terms can 
be had on application at their Offices. Messrs. Field & 
Sons undertake surveys of all kinds, and give special 
attention to Rating and Compensation Claims. Offices 
54, Borough High-street, and 52, Chancery-lane, W.C, 


\ ESSRS. H. GROGAN & CO., 101, Park- 
+ street, Grosvenor-square, beg to call the attention af 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 





intending Purchasers to the many attractive West-End | 


Houses which they have for Sale. Particulars on applica- 
tion. Surveys and Valuations attended to. 


| 





SALE DAYS FOR THE YEAR 125 

AY ESSRS. FAREBROTHER, ELLIS, 
4 CLARK, & CO. beg to announce that the foll 
saqehut been fixed for their SALES during the year 1 
to be held at the Auction Mart, Tokenhouse-yard, near the 
Bank of England, E.C, :— 
Thurs., Feb. 7 Thurs., May 30 Thurs., Aug. 29 
Thurs., Feb. 28 Thurs., June 6 Thurs., § 
Thurs., Mar. 7 Thurs., June 13 
Wed., Mar. 20 | Wed., June 19 
Thurs., Mar. 28 Thurs., June 27 
Thurs., April 11 | Thurs., July 1t 
Thurs., April 25 Thurs., July 18 
Thurs., July 25 
Thurs., Aug. 1 
Thurs., Aug. 15 

Other appointments for immediate Sales will also be 
arranged. ‘ 

Messrs. Farebrother, Ellis, Clark, & Co. publish in the | 
advertisement columns of “‘The Times” every Saturday ~ 
a list of their forthcoming Sales by Auction. They 
also issue from time to time schedules of properties to be let 
or sold, comprising landed and residential estates, farms, 
freehold and leasehold houses, City offices and warehouses, 

und-rents, and investments generally, which will be 

orwarded free of charge on application.— No. 29, Fleet- 
street, Temple-bar, and 18, Old Broad-street, E.C. 


AUCTION SALES AT DEPTFORD, WOOLWICH, 4 
LONDON, AND ELSEWHERE. 


ESSRS. HARDS & BRADLY, Auc- 

tioneers, Estate Agents, and Valuers, hold Periodical 
SALES at the “DOVER CASTLE,” DEPTFORD; 
WOOLWICH ; at the MART, CITY, and elsewhere. 
Messrs. Hards & Bradly, who also undertake Rent 
Collections, Surveys and Valuations for all purposes 
will be pleased to quote terms for the Sale of Properties 


intended to be submitted to Public Auction or otherwise. 
—Offices: Greenwich and 158, Fenchurch-street, E.C. 


'TT.O TRUSTEES, Executors, and Trades- 
men.—The Loypon axp Mipianp Assets Company 
(Limrrep) are prepared to Purchase Book or other kind of 
Debts, in any part of the United Kingdom.—Address, with 
e. Seoretary, 22, Budge-row, Cannon-street, 
mdon, E.C. 


READWELL & WRIGHT, of Devereux- 
w court, Temple, W.C., Tegel ent ee 
riters, are i on the Business ps 
TREADWELL in 1845; Typewritten Transcripts ; Legai 
and General Copying in Typewriting at Stationers’ Charges; 
Competent Shorthand Clerks for Emergencies and Arrears. 


BARRISTER (Wrangler, Examiner 
Coaches for the Bar, Solicitors’, and all 
Examinations, except that for which he Examines.— 
Address, Counset, Messrs. Deacon & Co., Leadenhall- 


street, London. 





JOLICITOR (admitted, age 26) Requires 
iN Clerkship under slight supervision; experienced in 
Conveyancing and the general work of London and Country 
Offices.— Z., “‘ Solicitors’ Journal,” 27, Chancery-lane, W.C, 


QOLICITOR in a large and busy West of 
}) England Port will shortly require an Admitted Man, 
with experience, as ~~ Clerk, capable of acting 
generally and entirely withuut su ision, and under- 
standing Advocacy; none but app. icants of experience, 
with highest references, need apply; preference given to 
one who is a Notary and Commissioner, but such qualifica- 
tions not essential.—Apply, stating experience, salary, age, 
and other full particulars to Avox, Jones Brothers, dver- 
tising Agents, 39, Queen’s-road, Clifton, Bristol. 


THE PROVIDENT CLERKS’ & GENERAL GUARANTEE 
ASSOCIATION, LIMITED. 
CAPITAL £100,000. 

The above Association ISSUES BONDS for TRUSTEES 
in BANKRUPTCY, RECEIVERS and LIQUIDATORS in 
CHANCERY, and for all GOVERNMENT or Commercial 
Appointments in which security is required. 

rospectuses, Forms of Propo<al, on application. 
61, Coleman-street, E.C. H. B. BRAIN, Secretary. 





EVERSIONARY and LIFE INTERESTS ~ 
in LANDED or FUNDED PROPERTY or other 
Securities and Annuities PURCHASED, or Loans or ~ 
Annuities thereon ¥ by the EQUITABLE RE- 
VERSIONARY INTEREST SOCIETY (LIMITED), - 

Lancaster-place, Waterloo Bridge, Strand. Establish 
a. Capital, £500,000. Interest on Loans may be capita- 


. C. H. CLAYTON, 
F. H. CLAYTON, 


Joint 


THE REVERSIONARY INTEREST SOCIETY, 
LIMITED 
(EstTaBiisuHepd 1888), 


Purchase Reversionary Interests in Real and Personal | 
Property, and Life Interests, and Life Policies, and ~ 
Advance Money upon these Securities.--17, King’s Arms- © 
yard, Coleman-street, E.C, 3 





